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ABSTRACT
While many school bullying prevention programs have been designed to thwart
school bullying perpetration, victimization, and physical aggression, empirical support is
limited. To date, few researchers have addressed bullying within the context of children’s
cultural systems, and cultural awareness training has not yet been utilized as a mechanism
to decrease bullying behaviors in the context of school bullying prevention programs.
This study examined the utility of incorporating multicultural training aimed at
reducing prejudice within the context of school bullying prevention programming efforts
within a diverse educational setting. This researcher hypothesized that the addition of
meaningful culture curriculum would further reduce reports of bullying perpetration,
victimization, and physical aggression.
Students in two fifth-grade classrooms at an urban public school were randomly
assigned to either the intervention or delayed treatment control group. Students in the
intervention participated in Second Step and culture curricula while other students were
included in a control activity. Those in the delayed treatment control group received
Second Step after the intervention group completed all programming. Student self-report
data was collected at 5 unique time points and included experiences of bullying
perpetration, victimization, and physical aggression; empathy, self-control, and

xiii

engagement social skills; sense of school belonging; subjective well-being; and
valuing/acceptance of one’s own and others’ cultures.
Hierarchical Liner Modeling was utilized to analyze data. Results of the
multilevel model indicated that, following implementation of the Second Step
intervention, a significant slope decrease in the amount of bullying perpetration for
students in the intervention compared to control students (β16 = -.05, SE = .02, z = -2.23,
p < .05). In addition, data illustrated a significant slope increase in levels of perceived
self-control for students in the intervention group (β16 = .12, SE = .06, z = 2.10, p < .05).
Notably, two significant classroom by condition interactions were found for bullying
perpetration (β17 = -.14, SE = .05, z = -2.69, p < .01) and bullying victimization (β17 = .50, SE = .25, z = -2.00, p < .05). Thus, invention students in classroom 1 reported
significantly lower bullying perpetration and victimization compared to intervention
students in classroom 2.
Further, after the addition of cultural lessons, results showed a significant slope
increase for valuing others’ cultures (β16 = .18, SE = .08, z = 2.09, p < .05), acceptance
of others’ cultures (β16 = .13, SE = .06, z = 1.89, p < .05), and perceived self-control
(β16 = .08, SE = .03, z = 2.78, p < .01). Two significant classroom by condition
interactions existed for physical aggression (β17 = .18, SE = .06, z = 2.93, p < .01) and
subjective well-being (β17 = -.40, SE = .17, z = -2.41, p < .05) wherein intervention
students in classroom 1 reported significantly lower physical aggression and higher levels
of subjective well-being compared to intervention students in classroom 2.

xiv

Research findings indicate the viability of incorporating multicultural training
with established bullying prevention efforts in order to increase valuing and acceptance
of others’ cultures while ultimately enhancing students’ perceived self-control and
reducing bullying acts. Furthermore, these results illuminate the necessity of focusing
special attention on classroom variables that may significantly affect the success of
bullying prevention programs with an urban, primary educational setting.
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CHAPTER ONE
INTRODUCTION
Prevention research has been at the forefront in the field of psychology for several
decades. Empirical support for prevention programs, however, has been limited to recent
years when prevention and youth development program efforts have gained considerable
support (Catalano, Berglund, Ryan, Lonczak, & Hawkins, 2002; Durlak & Wells, 1997;
Wilson, Lipsey, & Derzon, 2003). Albee (2000), an outspoken advocate for prevention
work, argued that remedial intervention programs, those that provide intervention and
support after symptoms have emerged, do little to curb the emergence of new cases.
Prevention efforts, alternatively, cast a larger net, impede the emergence or exacerbation
of psychological symptoms, and abate negative behavioral outcomes (Biglan, Flay,
Embry, & Sandler, 2012; Cuijpers, Van Straten, & Smit, 2005; Durlak, Weissberg, &
Pachan, 2010; Durlak, Weissberg, Dymnicki, Taylor, & Schellinger, 2011; Irvin, Bowers,
Dunn, & Wang, 1999; Lipsey & Wilson, 1993; Munoz, Beardslee, & Leykin, 2012;
Tobler, Roona, Ochshorn, Marshall, Streke, & Stackpole, 2000; Weisz, Sandler, Durlak,
& Anton, 2005). Moreover, the results of quantitative reviews indicated that preventive
interventions positively influence a host of developmental outcomes (Greenberg,
Weissberg, O’Brien, Zins, Fredericks, Resnik, & Elias, 2003) in addition to preventing
specific types of problems. Finally, cost benefit analyses support the claim that
preventive interventions improve mental health status while saving costs (Conduct
1
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Problems Prevention Research Group, 1999; Tolan & Dodge, 2005). However, our
society’s commitment - in particular, the field of Counseling Psychology - to prevention
is apparently not so certain in that its popularity appears to wax and wane (Adams, 2007;
Hage & Romano, 2010; Krumboltz, Becker-Haven, Burnett, 1979; Romano & Hage,
2000; Vera, 2000).
Prevention is necessary in order to impede negative consequences from pervading
the lives of youth living in urban, low-income communities, among other populations at
risk. Students and schools require competent professionals committed to the ideals of
prevention and social justice in order to teach students positive skills that will protect
them from external barriers early in their developmental trajectory. The most effective
setting in which to do so occurs within students’ educational setting where they spend a
majority of their time. However, preventively intervening within the school setting is no
easy task. Reasons include the following: 1) Teachers may already feel overextended
with teaching demands and classroom tasks; 2) those engaged in prevention efforts may
be seen as outsiders if they are not part of the school staff; 3) a longstanding, trusting
relationship between practitioners and significant individuals within the school is
necessary in order for meaningful change to take place; 4) children whom represent a
diverse array of cultures and possess unique developmental needs reside within a single
classroom; and 5) considering increased accountability for student achievement via
testing standards, additional time outside of regularly-scheduled curriculum is likely quite
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difficult to find. As such, prevention efforts require a clear focus on multiculturalism and
an intentional dedication to the communities and individuals we serve.
In order to effectively serve populations in need of most support, prevention
programming should align with the ideals of social justice. Because prevention and social
justice are foundationally linked, prevention researchers hold a duty to attend to issues of
social equity and justice when conceptualizing studies. This may be accomplished by first
identifying the etiology of social problems in society, learning the political and social
histories of current issues, understanding how groups have been disempowered by
oppressive societal forces, and increasing awareness of social and political realities that
put individuals at risk for psychological issues (Romano & Hage, 2000). Only then can
professionals investigate how social problems such as school bullying and their many
consequences may be impeded. Doing so will allow preventionists to identify social
justice implications for their work. Failure to consider the underlying social, political, and
historical influences that contribute to institutional racism, poverty, and oppression
affecting individuals with whom we work will absolutely limit the effectiveness of
prevention efforts (Thompson & Neville, 1999). Albee (2000) encouraged that we not
ignore sexism, racism, consumerism, ageism, patriarchy, homophobia, and other social
injustices that must be prevented. Professionals devoting their efforts to such grounded
prevention work will lead the field in promoting a just world.
We must also recognize that many youth face extreme barriers in developing into
healthy, happy, and competent adults. In particular, minority youth living in urban,
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underserved communities may be more prone than their white, wealthier, suburban
counterparts to experience health, mental health, and educational problems (Garbarino,
2001; Vera & Shin, 2006). In order to truly engender positive changes for these youth,
researchers and professionals must conceptualize issues while taking into account the
systems in which children are embedded and then engage with them within their natural
settings (Bronfenbrenner, 1979), one being children’s school environment. Unfortunately,
few schools have successfully integrated strategies aimed at enhancing students’ social,
emotional, and academic learning (Osher, Dwyer, & Jackson, 2002). Because most youth
will receive less than adequate mental health services, prevention programs would likely
fill an important void for school-aged students. Researchers have conducted a plethora of
studies in recent years indicating the treatment effectiveness of school-based
interventions focused on social-emotional learning (Beets, Flay, Vuchinich, Snyder,
Acock, Li, Burns, Washburn, & Durlak, 2009; Gould, Greenberg, Velting, & Shaffer,
2003; Snyder, Flay, Vuchinich, Acock, Washburn, Beets, & Li, 2010; Tobler & Stratton,
1997; Zins, Bloodworth, Weissberg, & Walberg, 2007).
One alarmingly pertinent societal issue is school bullying. Bullying is a
particularly vicious kind of behavior consisting of repeated aggressive acts directed at
weaker victims who cannot easily defend themselves (Farrington, 1993; Smith & Brain,
2000). The definition of bullying is characterized by three criteria: 1) behaviors are
aggressive and intended to harm the victim; 2) acts are unwanted and repeated over time;
and 3) there exists an imbalance of real or perceived power that favors the aggressor(s)
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(Smith, Morita, Junger-Tas, Olweus, Catalano, & Slee, 1999). Acts of bullying may
include physical acts of harm (e.g., hitting, kicking, pushing), verbal abuse (e.g., namecalling, derogatory slurs, cruel and incessant teasing, spreading negative rumors),
tampering with belongings, and purposely excluding others (Smith, Cowie, Olafsson, &
Liefooghe, 2002). In his work on racial bullying, Sullivan (1999) asserted that bullying
may occur on a one-to-one basis (e.g., individual racist bullying), within a group of
people (e.g., collective racist bullying), or as a result of societal structures (e.g.,
institutional racist bullying).
Specific bullying acts can be thought to lie on a bullying continuum anywhere
from low-level bullying (e.g. teasing, name-calling, threatening and social ridiculing of
peers) to high-level bullying (e.g. physical aggression) (Espelage & Holt, 2001) with
students assuming roles including bully, victim, and bully/victim (Espelage, Bosworth, &
Simon, 2000). Researchers have argued that bullying oftentimes occurs within a group
context, involving the action or support of bullies, co-bullies, and bystanders (Polanin,
Espelage, & Pigott, 2012). To wit, Craig and Pepler (1997) found that peers were
involved in 85% of bullying episodes, either by providing attention or aiding the bully.
School bullying exists as a societal epidemic that affects millions of school-aged
students (Hong & Espelage, 2012; Espelage, Basile, & Hamburger, 2012; Rose,
Espelage, & Monda-Amaya, 2009) and continues to be a pervasive and destructive
problem for students (Dake, Price, & Telljohann, 2003; Espelage & Swearer, 2003;
Nansel, Overpeck, Pilla, Ruan, Simons-Morton, & Scheidt, 2001; Olweus, 1991;
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Swearer, Espelage, Vallaincourt, & Hymel, 2010). Frey, Hirschstein, Van SchoiackEdstrom, & Snell (2009) recently reported that over one in three children have been
bullied within the last two months. Fourteen percent of teens between the ages of 12 and
18 disclosed being bullied in the past 6 months (DeVoe, Kaffenberger, & Chandler,
2005), with about half of these incidents being direct violence or threats as opposed to
nonphysical social exclusion (DeVoe, Dean, Traube, & McKay, 2005).
Nansel and her colleagues (2001) published a large-scale survey of the prevalence
of bullying behaviors among U.S. youth. Results were garnered from a population of
15,686 students in grades 6 through 10. Within this sample, 29.9% of students reported
moderate or frequent involvement in bullying with 13.0% acting as bully, 10.6% as
victim, and 6.3% as bully-victim. Being in 6th-8th grade, a male, and possessing poor
psychosocial adjustment were all associated with being involved in bullying, although
various patterns were evident for all groups. More specifically, 26% of boys reported
bullying other students “sometimes” to “weekly”, whereas 21% of boys reported being
victimized “sometimes” to “weekly.”
Furthermore, bullying has been found to have serious negative short- and longterm effects on children’s physical and mental health (Bollmer, Harris, & Milich, 2006;
Haynie, Nansel, & Eitel, Crump, Saylor, Yu, & Simons-Morton, 2001; Heydenberk,
Heydenberk, & Tzenova, 2006; Sharp, Smith, & Smith, 2002). More specifically, victims
of bullying are more likely to have low self-esteem, experience higher levels of loneliness
and depression, possess poor general health, be absent from school, feel socially isolated,

7
and of great concern, are two to three times more likely to consider suicide (Rigby,
1998). Victims of bullying are often emotionally disabled and possess impaired abilities
to learn effectively in school (Birkett, Espelage, & Koenig, 2009). One group of
researchers found a consistent, strong association between bullying and 12 physical and
psychological symptoms among adolescents in 28 countries (Due, Holstein, Lynch,
Diderichsen, Gabhin, Scheidt, & Currie, 2005).
Bullying has been linked to anger, aggression, violence, hyperactivity, and
externalizing problems as well as to later delinquency and criminality (Olweus, 1993).
Children who report being victimized tend to feel more depressed, have greater anxiety
and poorer physical health, attend less school, and demonstrate poorer academic skills
(Glew, Fan, Katon, Rivara, & Kemic, 2005; Kaltiala-Heino, Rimpelä, Rantanen, &
Rimpelä, 2000; Kochenderfer & Ladd, 1996; Rigby, 1999; Rigby & Slee, 1991;
Sweeting, Young, West, & Der, 2006). Later in life, students who bully others reported
higher probabilities of committing a crime and being incarcerated (Bosworth, Espelage,
& Simon, 1999). Devastatingly, some victims who experience high levels of bullying
have been driven to take their own lives (Farrington, 1993; Olweus, 1993).
These negative consequences are the result of a vicious cycle of physical and
emotional harm leading researchers to posit that bullying begets bullying (Espelage,
Green, & Polanin, 2012). The experience of involvement in bullying and its deleterious
psychological effects may likely lead to subsequent perpetration or victimization
(Juvoven, Nishina, & Graham, 2000). Indeed, children’s involvement in school bullying
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– whether it be as bully, victim, or bystander - has the potential to influence negatively
their social and emotional well-being. Engaging in efforts aimed at preventing bullying
and victimization would create an opportunity for schools to address issues that
undermine learning and healthy development (Cohen, 2006).
Researchers and practitioners alike have recently been called to action in order to
investigate the convoluted constructs of bullying and victimization and various
interrelated factors (Swearer, Espelage, Vaillancourt, & Hymel, 2010). Armed with
theory and foundational empirical support for anti-bullying programs, professionals have
sought to develop viable and effective means of preventing these acts in schools around
the world. Although not the only place in which bullying occurs, researchers have studied
this phenomenon most frequently within the context of the educational setting. Schools
serve as a microcosm of our broader society and culture, almost all children and
adolescents participate, and they provide an ideal naturalistic setting in which to study
such a social construct (Merrell, Gueldner, Ross, & Isava, 2008). Finally, counseling
psychologists have been called to become more involved in schools (Walsh, Galassi,
Murphy, & Park-Taylor, 2002) so that committed and collaborative long-term
partnerships may be formed and sustained. These meaningful, symbiotic relationships
provide a necessary foundation in order for preventionists to engage in well-designed,
long-term evaluations of school bullying prevention programming. Only then we will
truly be able to comprehend social concerns within schools and the impact and efficacy
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of these programs. Ultimately, these efforts will expand upon the developing pledge to
address social justice issues in our communities and society (Espelage & Poteat, 2012).
School bullying prevention programs have targeted students in preschool through
high school. Based on several large-scale meta-analyses, researchers have identified some
programs to be effective in raising awareness of bullying and victimization, decreasing
bullying acts, and increasing positive peer interaction (Baldry & Farrington, 2007;
Farrington & Ttofi, 2010; Ferguson, San Miguel, Kilburn, & Sanchez, 2007; Merrell et
al., 2008; Ttofi, Farrington, & Baldry, 2008; Vreeman & Carroll, 2007), although some
were more effective than others (Swearer, Peugh, Espelage, Siebecker, Kingsbury, &
Bevins, 2006). For example, in Farrington and Ttofi’s landmark 2010 meta-analysis of
school-based anti-bullying programs, a Bernese program against victimization in
kindergarten and elementary schools (Alsaker, 2004) yielded a relatively large effect size
while an Italian program aimed at decreasing bullying in schools did not fare as well
(Gini, Belli, & Casagrande, 2003).
Researchers generally agree that greater prevention and advocacy work is
required in order to reduce existing school bullying and thwart the emergence of new
cases. This widespread credence has led to bullying prevention programs’ unprecedented
international (Jimerson, Swearer, & Espelage, 2010) and national status (Office of the
Press Secretary, The White House, 2011). Countries across the world, including the
United States, are investing time and effort to abate the victimization of children.
However, despite the number of programs in use currently, there exists underwhelming
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evidence and consensus for effective school bullying prevention strategies (Swearer et
al., 2010).
The salience of this issue cannot be overstated due to the fact that a plethora of
schools have implemented anti-bullying programs, which means that millions of dollars
are being allotted and countless hours of energy in order to create safer school
environments (Sherman, 2000). But with limited knowledge of how effective these
programs actually are, stakeholders may be misled that programs are addressing the issue
of bullying when money would be better spent investing in research aimed at developing
programming that produces desired results (Farrell, Meyer, Kung, & Sullivan, 2001).
Researchers and practitioners must determine best practices for school bullying
prevention programs given that the cost of victimization is considerable, namely impaired
abilities to learn effectively resulting in lost time in the classroom (Sullivan, 1999).
Given the high stakes of academic accountability in our society’s public schools,
where students will be required to pass Common Core quarterly exams in order to
advance to the next grade beginning in the 2014-2015 school year (Common Core State
Standards Initiative, 2014), this issue is of critical importance. If time is allotted outside
of Common Core curriculum lessons for prosocial skills learning, students’ learning has
the potential to improve dramatically (Durlak et al., 2011; Greenberg et al., 2003; Payton,
Wardlaw, Graczyk, Bloodworth, Tompsett, & Weissberg, 2000; Payton, Weissberg,
Durlak, Dymnicki, Taylor, Schellinger, & Pachan, 2008). Additionally, due to the fact
that bullying is most likely to occur within the middle school years, professionals should
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determine how to most effectively intervene earlier by arming elementary school-aged
children with social, emotional, and ethical skills (Cohen, 2006). Compared to the
literature in its entirety, there exists a relative lack of research on bullying preventive
interventions during the elementary school years.
One such program aimed at students in primary grades that has been indicated as
efficacious is Second Step. Second Step is a universal, classroom-based program designed
to increase students’ school success and decrease problem behaviors by promoting socialemotional competence and self-regulation (Committee for Children, 2014). This program
teaches and reinforces empathy skills, strategies to manage strong emotions, and
problem-solving techniques. By equipping students with these skills, it is hypothesized
that this program will reduce school bullying behaviors and prevent occurrences moving
forward. Second Step has gained considerable empirical support (Edwards et al., 2005;
Frey, Nolen, Van Schoiack-Edstrom, & Hirschstein, 2005; Holsen, Smith, & Frey, 2008;
Holsen, Iverson, & Smith, 2009) and recognition (Collaborative for Academic, Social,
and Emotional Learning (CASEL), 2013; SAMHSA’s National Registry of Evidencedbased Program and Practices (NREPP), 2014). Given this program’s significant empirical
support, the current study utilizes Second Step as a means to reduce bullying. However,
this is not to say that Second Step has been completely successful in reducing school
bullying perpetration and victimization. As such, more research is essential in order to
determine how the effects of this program may be enriched within the classroom.
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To this end, it is vital that we consider school bullying within the context of
students’ cultures. Our society has become increasingly multiracial, multicultural, and
multilingual (Sue, 1991; Sue & Sue, 1990) and, as a result, many urban schools are
comprised of students who represent a wide variety of races, ethnicities, cultures, and
languages. Throughout our society’s history, the buttressing of oppressive attitudes aimed
at particular cultural groups has created a social hierarchy in which some cultural groups
possess more power than others, a process legitimized by accepted ideals that support
structures of dominance (Sullivan, 1999). Larochette, Murphy, & Craig (2010)
conjectured that the school setting sets the stage for the formation of specific in-groups
and out-groups, resulting in the reinforcement of prejudices and biases and thus
subsequent vulnerabilities to bullying for particular groups of students. These intergroup
tensions continue to create barriers to the learning, development, and future outcomes of
children of all backgrounds (National Science and Technology Council, 1997).
When youth possess unfavorable, fixed, and stereotyped attitudes toward
individuals of other groups, they engage in culturally-based intolerance. These beliefs
authorize the exclusion and abuse of victims of bullying who are made into objects of
dislike or even hatred. Research has indicated that many children elicit prejudiced and
stereotyped attitudes by the time they are four-years-old and are not color-blind to race
(Doyle & Aboud, 1995). Katz and Kofkin (1997) found that, by the age of six, over half
of the White children in their study displayed significant degrees of pro-White, antiBlack bias. When children combine these prejudiced attitudes with power they possess --
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either perceived or real -- and the ability to discriminate against individuals from another
racial, gender, ethnic, or cultural group, this is culturally-based bullying. By engaging in
and witnessing purposeful exclusion and abuse of individuals due to inherent
characteristics, children learn that it is acceptable to marginalize others according to
group memberships.
Taken together, it is proposed that students’ increased cultural awareness skills
may be the key to further intervention success. In other words, students’ increased levels
of cultural valuing and acceptance will contribute to lowered levels of prejudice and,
ultimately, a reduction in bullying perpetration and victimization within the school
setting. More specifically, in addition to the curriculum and training Second Step and
other school bullying prevention programs provide, students’ engagement in learning
about culture and considering their peers’ unique cultural backgrounds has the potential
to contribute to the reduction of bullying and victimization over and above established
outcomes.
Initiating conversation with teachers, administrators, stakeholders, and – most
importantly – children about culturally-based bullying can certainly be more
controversial than discussing the seemingly less charged concept of school bullying in
general. Loach and Bloor (1995) asserted that bullying is a way for institutions to
acknowledge the conflict, but not the meaning of the conflict, thus dealing with
symptoms rather than the underlying issues of prejudice due to group membership.
Instead of dealing with racism and other forms of prejudice, bullying allows professionals
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to avoid these topics and instead discuss them under the simplified concept of bullying
(Sullivan, 1999). However, in this process, culturally-based bullying is misunderstood,
ignored, and/or hidden. Though meaningfully addressing culture within the educational
setting is undoubtedly a challenging task, researchers and practitioners are doing a
disservice to students by failing to acknowledge and subsequently attend to underlying
causal mechanisms.
Few researchers have addressed bullying within the context of students’ cultural
systems. Recently, though, in an attempt to improve program outcomes, key researchers
in the field have made a case for a socio-ecological theory of bullying and victimization
(Swearer & Espelage, 2004), which advocates for researchers to take into account the
complexity of students’ individual, cultural, peer, family, school, and community
contexts. Many researchers have theorized and studied multicultural curriculum and its
effect on reducing prejudice in children (Aboud, 1989; Aboud & Levy, 2000; Allport,
1954; Aronson & Gonzalez, 1988; Banks, 1995; Bigler, 1995; Bigler, Jones, & Lobliner,
1997; Bigler & Liben, 1993; Derman-Sparks, 2004; Katz, 1976; Litcher & Johnson,
1969; Ponterotto & Pederson, 1993; Sardo-Brown & Hershey, 1995; Short & Carrington,
1996; Spencer, 1998; Weiner & Wright, 1973). However, multicultural training has not
yet been utilized as a mechanism by which to decrease bullying behaviors in
collaboration with a school-based bullying prevention programs. This is also true for the
chosen program, Second Step.
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This researcher will design and implement multicultural curriculum focused on
expanding definitions of culture, increasing self-awareness and promoting pride of own
culture, sharing and expressing culture with peers, and learning about and understanding
others’ cultures. These culture lessons will be created with the ultimate intention of
enhancing awareness/valuing of one’s own culture as well as others’ cultures and
acceptance of others’ cultures. This curriculum will be implemented as an “add-on” to the
established Second Step program, which may also be referred to as Second Step Plus.
If the proposed Second Step Plus intervention is found to show gains over and
above “prevention as usual”, it is argued that nine more hours of prevention efforts stands
as a worthwhile effort to help reduce bullying and victimization levels for children. If the
added cultural awareness training component proves more effective than Second Step
alone, the cost of these extra hours and effort expended by teachers and students will far
under-weigh the benefit of improved physical, social, emotional, and academic outcomes.
It is hypothesized that, if students are allowed the opportunity to meaningfully engage
with each other in exploring and understanding their own and their peers’ cultures within
a structured, safe, and open environment, they will be less likely to participate in bullying
activities at school. This researcher implemented multicultural training in conjunction
with Second Step with the intention of further contributing to the goal of decreasing
bullying behavior and victimization.
Research Questions
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This study was focused on answering two research questions: (1) Is the Second
Step program an effective preventive intervention in positively affecting the following
domains? and (2) Does the addition of a cultural awareness training module contribute
above and beyond the effects of the Second Step bullying prevention program in the
following domains?
a. Students’ self-reported experiences of bullying perpetration,
victimization, and physical aggression
b. Students’ self-reported social skills including empathy, engagement,
and self-control
c. Students’ self-reported sense of school belonging
d. Students’ self-reported subjective well-being
e. Students’ self-reported valuing of one’s own culture and
valuing/acceptance of others’ cultures
Significance of Study
Findings contribute to the fields involved in the movement of advancing the
science of community preventive interventions – counseling and community psychology,
sociology, anthropology, and public health. This researcher sought to enrich the
burgeoning bullying prevention literature by enhancing the effects of an established
preventive intervention. This study examined the utility of incorporating multicultural
training aimed at reducing prejudice within the context of school bullying prevention
programming efforts within a diverse educational setting. It was hypothesized that the
addition of meaningful culture lessons will ultimately significantly reduce students’
reports of bullying perpetration, victimization, and physical aggression

CHAPTER TWO
LITERATURE REVIEW
Bullying Preventive Interventions: The State of the Field
When educational leaders and policymakers must make important decisions, it is
advantageous to draw conclusions from a collective body of empirical support rather than
individual studies that have been conducted in isolation (Cooper, Hedges, & Valentine,
2009). In recent years, the body of research on school bullying interventions has grown to
allow for systematic review. Thus, in order to glean a thorough understanding of the
current state of school bullying prevention practice, it is pertinent to review the most
important systematic reviews that serve to illustrate the effectiveness of these
interventions.
A synopsis of summaries of the many and varied anti-bullying programs that exist
worldwide is beyond the scope of this dissertation. Besides their descriptions of 39 antibullying programs, Farrington and Ttofi (2010) recommended a book edited by P.K.
Smith and his colleagues that contains descriptions of 13 programs implemented in 11
different countries. In addition, they pointed to several works containing summaries of
major anti-bullying programs.
Notably, school bullying exists as an international phenomenon – one that has
been an area of focus for generations (Carney & Merrell, 2001). In terms of research and
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intervention efforts, the United States has just recently contributed to the growing body
literature in the school bullying domain. For the most part, researchers and practitioners
from Europe, Canada, and Australia have led the charge in bullying research for the past
several decades (Swearer & Espelage, 2004). Because school bullying exists as an issue
in many different countries, researchers must be careful in the utilization of language to
describe terms related to this construct. Smith, Cowie, Olafsson, and Liefooghe (2002)
reviewed the meaning of bullying in 14 different countries in order to examine how the
term “bullying” may affect how students report its prevalence in schools, and found that
the term was relatively consistent across languages.
Turning to prevention programs, many well-intentioned designed programs to
reduce bullying and victimization have been implemented, though oftentimes seemingly
not grounded in empirical evidence. In 1983, the first large-scale anti-bullying program
was implemented nationally in Norway by Olweus in response to a disturbing bullyingrelated incident. In 1991, an intensified version of this program was evaluated, and
Olweus found that students were victimized half as much post-program. Since then, 15
other large-scale programs have been implemented and evaluated in at least 10 other
countries (Farrington & Ttofi, 2010).
Some meta-analyses have focused on assessing programs aimed at preventing the
more broad constructs of violence prevention. Some of these reviews include programs
specifically designed to thwart bullying in schools, but these represent a minority of the
interventions. For example, Wilson, Gottfredson, and Najaka (2001) focused on
aggressive and delinquent behaviors broadly defined and found a small but significant
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effect size for interventions. Although this aids researchers in moving forward,
interpreting results in relation to bullying outcomes specifically is difficult as these
authors included non-related outcomes such as vandalism. In addition, Wilson, Lipsey,
and Derzon (2003) expanded upon the former study by considering the effect sizes for
experimental and control groups separately so as to allow inclusion of designs with no
control group. Small effects were found for experimental groups, while little to no effects
were found for control groups, which led the authors to conclude that anti-violence
programs were at least somewhat effective in reducing violence in schools. Several other
reviews of school-based programs for aggressive behavior exist (Howard, Flora, &
Griffin, 1999; Mytton, DiGuiseppi, Gough, Taylor, & Logan, 2006).
In 2004, Smith, Schneider, Smith, and Ananiadou synthesized the research on 14
whole school anti-bullying programs implemented until 2002. All evaluated programs
shared the core features of the original Olweus program (1993), although implementation
of the approach varied widely. This means that all programs were built on the basic
foundational beliefs that all members of the school community be sensitized and educated
about basic information about what bullying is and how they should respond to it. In this
way, all adults in children’s lives, especially those whom supervise them on a regular
basis, are ready to communicate about their behavior. Curriculum is designed to instill
anti-bullying attitudes and teach conflict resolution skills. In addition, a clear and
consistent anti-bullying policy should be in place, and individualized interventions should
be made available for children directly involved in bullying as either victims or bullies.
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The authors concluded that, although whole-school anti-bullying programs have
led to reductions in bullying, results are too inconsistent to warrant adoption of this
approach over others. Further, they discussed several reasons why programs implemented
since Olweus’ have not had similar success in schools. Finally, Smith and his colleagues
asserted that, although findings are fairly small and inconsistent, they reflect a reasonable
rate of return on the investment in this type of primary prevention program. They
recommended that researchers and practitioners make sure to keep copious records of
implementation activities so that others may replicate work that is proven successful as
well as assess outcomes in a variety of ways. This will aid researchers in determining
exactly how and why the whole-school approach can influence significant effects. Within
this domain, Ortega and Lera (2000) have suggested that more general aspects of school
climate such as academic emphasis and interpersonal relationships exist as ecological
factors that influence bullying. However, these factors have not yet been included in
systemic interventions. In the future, programs should move toward operating on a more
broad-scale level, including as many systemic influences as possible in design,
implementation, and evaluation.
Vreeman and Carroll (2007) reviewed 26 school-based programs implemented up
until 2004, although only 15 of these studies were strictly concerned with bullying.
Further, all 26 studies were published in English-language journals located from 7
different electronic databases. The 26 interventions were categorized into 5 categories:
curriculum interventions (n= 10), multidisciplinary or whole-school interventions (n=10),
targeted social and behavioral skills groups (n=4), mentoring (n=1), and increased social
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work support (n=1). All were implemented with primary school students (e.g., first to
eighth grades), although some studies included secondary school students as well (e.g.,
older than eighth grade). Outcomes were divided into direct and indirect categories.
Programs that utilized anti-bullying curriculum did not serve to consistently
decrease bullying, and some may have even contributed to increased levels of bullying.
Of the 10 studies, 6 showed no significant effect. That being said, students in these
interventions increased their knowledge of bullying, and teachers reported less physical
and verbal violence in the classroom. Next, for the whole-school interventions, 8 of the
10 programs produced positive outcomes. Six of these studies showed reductions in
school bullying or victimization. One particular program (out of 4) categorized as social
and behavioral skills group training interventions indicated positive results, particularly
for younger children, including decreased aggression on peer reports, decreased bullying
on self-reports, and fewer antisocial affiliations on self-reports for previously aggressive
children. For the mentoring program, students labeled as “at-risk” for bullying behaviors
experienced a significant decrease in reporting bullying, physical fighting, and feeling
depressed as compared to their non-mentored age-matched peers. Finally, the one
program that bolstered social work support in a school contributed to significant
decreases in self-reported bullying for primary school students, but increases for
secondary school students. The authors concluded that, although certainly not always, if
programs are well-planned, children’s bullying behavior may be significantly reduced.
They suggested interventions utilize a whole-school approach, rigorous program fidelity,
and a commitment to program goals and activities by all involved.
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Ferguson, San Miguel, Kilburn, and Sanchez (2007) reviewed programs designed
to reduce bullying and school violence based on the premise that, although a multitude of
anti-bullying programming were developed; it was uncertain whether these programs
were successful in achieving desired outcomes. In addition, due to the possibility of
publication bias inflating effect sizes and the unreliability of indicators of statistical
significance, they wanted to determine the strength of actual effect sizes for outcomes
specifically related to violent behavior. They reviewed all studies in this domain dating
from 1995 to 2006 that were available via the PsycINFO electronic database system
(Farrington & Ttofi, 2010). The authors found that school-based anti-bullying programs
did not produce a meaningful or practically significant effect on bullying or violent
behavior among students. Moderator analyses indicated that the effectiveness of these
programs for youth at-risk for bullying is more significant, although this effect was fairly
small. These authors recommended that more attention be focused on bullies, the
genetic/environmental factors associated with bullying behaviors, and the effectiveness of
programs for at-risk youth.
Baldry and Farrington (2007) reviewed 16 major evaluations in a total of 11
different countries. These programs were experimental or quasi-experimental studies
designed to reduce school bullying, and thus the authors excluded studies that addressed
the more broad topics of violence in schools and aggressive behavior. The authors
commented that their meta-analysis included solely the most significant programs
implemented at a national level, with the exception of a few that were locallyimplemented, and advised that the scope of their work did not involve a comprehensive
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review. Programs were evaluated in the following countries: Norway, England, Canada,
Australia, Ireland, Finland, Belgium, United States, Switzerland, Italy, and Spain. Of the
16 programs evaluated, 8 produced positive results, 2 elicited mixed outcomes (e.g.,
program worked with one age group, but not another), 4 produced inconsequential
results, and 2 generated undesirable results. Notably, only 4 of the 10 controlled studies
produced desirable results compared to the 4 out of the 6 uncontrolled studies. In
conclusion, the authors recommended that future evaluations utilize stronger research
designs. That is, research should be based on theories of bullying and victimization;
utilize randomization for all participants; assess bullying and victimization via selfreports, teacher ratings, and systematic observations; and encourage other professionals
to re-evaluate independently their work by providing comprehensive raw data. The
authors concluded that bullying preventive interventions should be designed and
evaluated based on the key components found to be most effective. Further, they
recommended that an accrediting body be formed so as to supervise all anti-bullying
programs.
In 2008, Merrell, Gueldner, Ross, and Isava reviewed school bullying intervention
programs from 1980 through 2004 with a total sample of 15,286 students in Kindergarten
through 12th grade. Overall, the authors found that interventions produced significant and
clinically significant effects for approximately 1/3 of the variables with the majority of
outcomes indicating no significant changes. They concluded that school bullying
interventions possess the potential to produce small positive outcomes, especially in the
areas of knowledge, attitudes, and self-perception. More specifically, they found
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programs were somewhat effective in enhancing students’ social competence, selfesteem, and peer acceptance; teachers’ knowledge of effective practices; feelings of
efficacy regarding intervention skills; and actual behavior in responding in acts of
bullying at school. Discouragingly, programs are unlikely to reduce actual bullying
behaviors and most other outcome variables and should not be expected to produce
dramatic results in this regard. These programs were found to only slightly reduce
students’ participation in bully and victim roles at school. The authors recommended that
bullying researchers employ more rigorous methods (e.g., control group), more direct
measures of bullying behavior, and the utilization of behavioral interventions that are
universal in nature in addition to those that specifically target school bullying.
Finally, Farrington and Ttofi (2010) published the most comprehensive and
rigorous meta-analysis to date on the effectiveness of programs designed to reduce
specifically school bullying perpetration and victimization. Published by The Campbell
Collaboration (http://www.campbellcollaboration.org/, 2012), this review has added
richly to the school bulling literature more than any other review to date. This research
built on their 2008 meta-analysis (Ttofi, Farrington, and Baldry, 2008) for the Swedish
National Council for Crime Prevention (http://www.bra.se/bra/bra-in-english/home.html,
2012). However, for the former review they were a bit more restricted in that they set a
minimum sample size of 200 and only included student self-report measures to assess
bullying. In the 2010 review, they worked to fill the gaps of previous meta-analyses by
doing more extensive searches for 26 years of bullying research (e.g., hand-searching all
volumes of 35 journals from 1983 to 2009), searching for international evaluations in 18

25
databases and languages other than English, focusing only on programs specifically
designed to reduce bullying (e.g., not aggressive behavior), contacting leading
researchers within the field, and coded duplicate publications of one evaluation.
Because bullying has been studied at least to some extent in 28 countries (Smith
et al., 1999), the authors’ aim was to review anti-bullying programs, if available, in all of
these countries. From there, they calculated effect sizes in order to determine the effect of
the intervention on bullying. In addition, they determined which components of programs
were related and then made recommendations in regard to which components of
programs were most effective and how programs may be improved moving forward.
Studies included in this review evaluated the effects of anti-bullying programs by
comparing an experimental group (not necessarily randomly assigned) that received the
intervention with a control group that did not. Thus, the four types of studies included:
randomized experiments, experimental-control conditions with pre and post measures of
bullying, other experimental-control comparisons, and quasi-experimental age-cohort
designs. Of 622 reports focused on bullying prevention, 44 studies were able to be
included within the sample (89 reports of 53 evaluations). The authors found that, overall,
anti-bullying programs were effective in reducing bullying, which on average decreased
by 20%-23%, and victimization, which on average decreased by 17%-20%.
Farrington and Ttofi (2009) found effects of anti-bullying programs to be
encouraging with certain program elements influencing positive outcomes more than
others. The most important program elements that were found to be associated with a
decrease in both bullying and victimization were the following: parent training and
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meetings, disciplinary methods, and the duration and intensity of the program for both
teachers and students. Programs worked better with older children (e.g., age 11 or older)
and specifically, in Norway. Finally, older programs and those in which the outcome
measure of bullying or victimization was assessed twice or more per month proved more
effective. In contrast, the authors concluded work with peers should not be utilized as an
effective strategy to reduce bullying behaviors as this component contributed to increases
in reports of victimization.
Farrington and Ttofi (2009) made recommendations for researchers to engage in
cost-benefit analyses (Welsh, Farrington, & Sherman, 2001) so as to best convince
policymakers and practitioners to implement intervention programs. To date, this practice
has not been utilized for anti-bullying programs. Programs should be based on theories of
bullying and victimization such as defiance theory and restorative justice approaches
(Ttofi & Farrington, 2008) as opposed to more general social learning theories. In terms
of methods, future evaluations should include pre- and post-measures of bullying and
victimization in experimental and control schools. More research is needed on the best
methods for assessing bullying and victimization, quality standards for reports and
publications, varying effects of programs on unique subgroups of students, better theories
of bullying and victimization, validity data for different rating systems, and long-term
effects.
Second Step®
Second Step is a “universal classroom-based program designed to increase
students’ school success and decrease problem behaviors by promoting social-emotional
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competence and self-regulation” for Kindergarten through Grade 5 children (Committee
for Children, 2014, p.1). Although many programs are available to researchers and
practitioners, the U.S. Department of Health and Human Services recommends selecting
evidence-based programs and curricula (U.S. Department of Health and Human Services,
2014). Second Step represents such a program (Frey, Nolen, Van Schoiack-Edstrom, &
Hirschstein, 2005). However, evaluations of the program’s effects have produced varied
efficacy and requires further examination.
The Program
Second Step is grounded in several different theories and assumptions. First, it
assumes that students’ social-emotional competencies are crucial skills that students need
in order to truly learn in school and achieve academic success. In addition, socialemotional and cognitive development are thought to be separate, but interdependent
trajectories (Flook, Repetti, & Ullman, 2005). The creators of Second Step have drawn
from research relaying that social-emotional competence in children is positively
correlated with academic success, successful relationships, school connectedness, and
self-regulation. More specifically, the creators drew from research stating that, compared
to their peers, students who participate in social-emotional learning programs like school
more; feel more connected to school; have more positive attitudes toward themselves and
others; show more positive social behaviors in school; elicit fewer conduct problems; and
experience lower levels of emotional distress (Durlak, Weissberg, Dymnicki, Taylor, &
Schellinger, 2011).
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The Second Step curriculum that will be utilized has been designed specifically
for fifth-grade students. This particular series includes 22 lessons focused on
strengthening students’ empathy, emotional-management, and problem-solving skills
while learning to utilize them in social and academic settings. The program has been
recently redesigned to be more interactive for students, allowing them ample
opportunities to practice skills and participate in classroom discussions. In addition,
videos for each lesson illustrate scenarios that fourth- and fifth-grade students are likely
to experience, and animated music videos are aimed at further engaging and reinforcing
skills (Committee for Children, 2014). Second Step consists of three major program units
aimed to build social-emotional competence and self-regulation. For social-emotional
competence, units include: empathy, emotional management, and problem solving. Skills
taught in these units are adapted from cognitive-behavioral research and a socialinformation processing model (Crick & Dodge, 1994; Spivack & Shure, 1974).
In order to be effective, prevention programming must not only attend to risks,
but also teach participants positive skills. Vera & Reese (2000) highlighted the fact that
preventive interventions are most beneficial when they attempt to not only reduce risks,
but also enhance strengths and protective factors. Thus, psychologists would serve the
population best to investigate which risk and protective factors will produce the most
advantages for participants. Research programs should not focus solely on measuring
reduction in negative outcomes but also on the enrichment of positive outcomes (Romano
& Hage, 2000). In other words, “problem free is not fully prepared” (Pittman & Irby,
1996, p. 2). Second Step claims to address the following risk factors for children: peer
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rejection, impulsiveness, inappropriate classroom behavior, early initiation of a behavior
problem, and peer rewards for antisocial behavior while at the same time attempting to
bolster the protective factors of social skills and school connectedness (Committee for
Children, 2014).
First, the construct of empathy is assumed to be a central aspect of emotional
intelligence (Mayer & Salovey, 1997) and emotional competence (Saarni, 1997). Viewed
as possessing both affective and cognitive dimensions (Jolliffe & Farrington, 2004),
students learn how to feel and comprehend what others are feeling, develop skills for
identifying emotions in themselves and others, subsequently label these emotions, and
finally attempt to take on the perspectives of others. They stated that the skill of being
able to identify, understand, and appropriately respond in a caring way to how someone is
feeling is the foundation for peer friendships, cooperation, coping, and conflict resolution
– all acts that stand in direct contrast to bullying behaviors. Crick and Dodge (1994)
asserted that children who are better equipped to label and describe emotions are more
accepted by their peers. In addition, students characterized as possessing empathy and
perspective-taking skills are less likely to be physically, verbally, and/or passively
aggressive toward their peers (Kaukiainen et al., 1999).
A wealth of research has indicated that young children with higher levels of
empathy tend to be less aggressive, better liked, and have more social skills than their
peers with lower levels of empathy (Arsenio, Cooperman, & Lover, 2000; Crick &
Dodge, 1994; Denham, McKinley, Couchoud, & Holt, 1990). Finally, those with more
well-developed perspective-taking skills are more likely to offer emotional support to
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others (Litvack-Miller, McDougall, & Romney, 1997). As such, the Empathy unit is
poised first so as to create a foundation for further learning in the program. It is hoped
that, by the time students complete this unit, they will have increased their emotional
literacy largely through bolstering their ability to identify their own emotions. This skill
will be greatly beneficial as they move forward through the next unit, Emotion
Management, in which they will learn how to handle strong emotions that they
experience. Further, students’ empathy skills will aid them in taking others’ perspectives
in order to solve interpersonal issues for the third Problem Solving unit.
The second unit is focused on Emotion Management, and its main goal is to help
students stay in control of their emotions and thus stressful situations they encounter.
Second Step assumes that emotion-management skills may be utilized for both positive
emotions (e.g., inhibiting the impulse to scream loudly in a quiet classroom when you
find out you received an “A” on a test) and negative emotions (e.g., inhibiting the
impulse to hit someone when they say something mean about your friend). Eisenberg,
Cumberland, and Spinrad (1998) asserted that a child who manages emotions well has the
self-regulation to cope with strong emotions as well as express them in socially
appropriate ways. Effective emotion management has been linked to decreased levels of
aggression (Underwood, Coie, & Herbsman, 1992) and more ease in behaving with
socially-skilled manners (Eisenberg, Fabes, & Losoya, 1997). In contrast, those with poor
emotion-management skills tend to act more impulsively rather than utilizing problemsolving skills such as conceptualizing situations, anticipating consequences, and
preparing in advance (Simons, Carey, & Gaher, 2004).
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Second Step assumes that children have the ability to learn a plethora of
cognitive-behavioral strategies in order to manage their emotions (Nelson, Finch, &
Ghee, 2006) and deal with stressful situations they will inevitably face. Examples of
these techniques include distracting oneself, relaxing, and utilizing “self-talk”. Bodrova
and Leong (2007) posited that, as children develop, they first work themselves through
stressful situations by speaking words aloud to themselves. Eventually they are able to
internalize this skill and utilize silent words to coach themselves. Research has suggested
that preadolescents engaging in universal, school-based interventions benefit from
programs that model and teach students these strategies (Cunningham, Brandon, &
Frydenberg, 2002). More specifically, aggressive children engaged in emotionmanagement training have been shown to reduce their aggressive behaviors (Lochman,
1992).
In relation to bullying, students will be more likely to make positive choices and
get along with their peers when they possess the skills to handle negatively laden, strong
emotions that many fifth-grade students experience: embarrassment, jealousy, anxiety,
fear, and anger. For example, if students are victims of bullying, they may utilize the selftalk strategy to avoid crying, fighting back, or responding in other ways that may make
them targets for continued victimization (Kochenderfer & Ladd, 1996).
With this research in mind, the Emotion Management unit lessons feature coping
with situations that provoke strong emotions. Students are actively engaged in learning
proactive strategies like deep, centered breathing and positive self-talk in order to counter
strong emotions from becoming negative behaviors. It is hoped that these coping
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mechanisms will allow students time to consider a situation before responding and not
simply act on first impulse. If students can create a habit of engaging in positive action
early in a distressing situation, they are more likely to not become overwhelmed with
emotion. As Metcalfe and Mischel (1999) pointed out, once strong emotions become
overwhelming for students, they are likely to experience robust physiological reactions
that can take several minutes to alleviate. If students are able to prevent themselves from
emotionally spiraling out of control and instead employ the strategies taught in this unit,
they will be better equipped to remain calm and thus reason well.
Finally, the third Problem Solving unit is focused on increasing students’
emotional vocabulary repertoire and presents problem-solving steps that are consistent
with the social information-processing model (Crick & Dodge, 1994). Within this vein,
Greenberg, Kusche, Cook, & Quamma (1995) asserted that children’s ability to label and
discuss their feelings can be increased and that improvements are associated with
improved self-control and problem solving among peers. Other research shows that
students’ social problem-solving skills may be improved (Denham & Almeida, 1987),
and that these skills have the potential to decrease impulsive behavior, social
maladjustment, and violence (Tolan & Guerra, 1994).
Therefore, in the Problem Solving unit, students are taught the utility of calming
down first and then applying a set of steps to solve the current issue. This sequence of
steps is based on research on effective patterns of thinking in social situations. Several
authors have posited that children who are aggressive have unique patterns of thinking
than their less-aggressive peers when engaged in interpersonal situations (Crick &
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Dodge, 1994; Rubin, Bream, & Rose-Krasnor, 1991) and seem to be particularly attentive
to threats in their environment. Of concern, children with aggressive tendencies are more
prone to interpret others’ behaviors toward them as being antagonistic (Dodge & Frame,
1982) and thus more apt to choose aggression in response. In this unit, children learn a
specific set of problem-solving steps: (1) S: Say the problem; identify the problem in a
non-blaming way; (2) T: Think of solutions; generate safe and respectful solutions; (3) E:
Explore consequences; evaluate positive and negative consequences for each solution;
and (4) P: Pick the best solution; select a solution and make a plan for how to carry it out.
Throughout this unit, students will get hands-on experience making plans and checking
them against this model. The program’s goal is that their improved planning skills will
contribute to increased self-regulation in challenging situations in their own lives. Those
involved will have ample opportunities to practice applying the steps, generate their own
solutions, and then practice the behaviors that they generate from others.
Evidence of Success
Numerous research studies have been conducted on the Second Step program.
Cooke and colleagues (2007) implemented Second Step with a group of 741 third- and
fourth-graders across eight elementary schools. Students showed significant
improvements in positive approach/coping, caring/cooperative behavior, suppression of
aggression, and consideration of others. Another study (Frey, Nolen, Van SchoiackEdstrom, & Hirschstein, 2005) found that second- and fourth-grade students across
fifteen schools who had participated in Second Step showed a 78 percent improvement in
teacher ratings of their social competence and were: 41 percent less involvement in minor
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conflicts; 42 percent less aggressive; and 37 percent more likely to choose positive social
goals. Girls from intervention schools were 59 percent more likely to exercise
collaboration in the classroom. Edwards and colleagues (2005) implemented Second Step
with 455 fourth- and fifth-grade students, whom showed significant gains in knowledge
about empathy, anger management, impulse control, and bully-proofing. Taub (2001) and
Van Schoiack-Edstrom, Frey, & Beland (2002) reported that Second Step is a classroombased program that has shown some success in social competence and reducing antisocial behavior.
Second Step was implemented internationally in Norway with 1,153 fifth- and
sixth-grade students across eleven schools. Results indicated that the program influenced
significant increases in social competence for both girls and boys. In addition, boys in
sixth grade reported lower levels of externalizing problem behavior compared to those in
the control group (Holsen, Smith, & Frey, 2008). Interestingly, students of low
socioeconomic status (SES) reported significantly greater improvements in their social
competence, school performance, and satisfaction with life compared to their middle- and
upper-SES peers (Holsen, Iverson, & Smith, 2009).
Based on this research, Second Step received an “Exemplary” award from the
U.S. Department of Education’s 2011 Panel on Safe, Disciplined, and Drug-Free Schools.
It is currently deemed a model program in the U.S. Department of Health and Human
Services’ Substance Abuse and Mental Health Services Administration’s (SAMHSA)
database; the National Registry of Evidence-Based Programs and Practices’ (NREPP)
database; the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention’s Model Program
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Guide and Database; and a CASEL Select Program by the Collaborative for Academic,
Social, and Emotional Learning (CASEL; Committee for Children, 2014).
Multicultural Curriculum
Multicultural educational practices improve the educational outcomes of students
of color. On a more broad scale, though, these practices improve the learning,
achievement, and engagement of students of all students regardless of race,
socioeconomic status, or academic achievement. Thus, multicultural strategies should be
a part of each and every classroom in order to improve intergroup interactions and
student outcomes. In fact, some would argue that multicultural educational practice
should be a core, rather than peripheral, component of teacher and administrator
programs.
Research suggests that strong, positive racial and ethnic identities lead to more
positive intergroup interactions. Some researchers have argued that this is because
students with stronger ethnic identities will be able to meet others more equally (Phinney
& Ferguson, & Tate, 1997; Tatum, 2003). In particular, White students with a better
understanding of their White racial identity will likely develop an increased sense of
freedom to explore the unique experiences of others from different cultural backgrounds
(Derman-Sparks & Ramsey, 2006). Tatum (1992) showed that aiding White students in
their racial identity journey allowed them to understand their resistance to material in a
course exploring the construct of racism.
Research has shown that children develop awareness of race differences early in
life irrespective of their parents’ behavior. Aboud (1989) stated that no correlations
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existed between parents’ beliefs and their children’s racial attitudes. However, other
studies indicated that children’s and their parents’ attitudes were similar (Katz, 2003). In
one study (Bigler & Liben, 1993), 75 European American children were asked to
attribute positive and negative traits to White people, Black people, or White and Black
people. Over half of the children stated that “only Black people” could be bad, cruel,
dirty, mean, naughty, selfish, stupid, and ugly even when a very small number of their
parents responded in such a manner. This example illustrates the need for intervention
programs to reduce racial stereotyping and prejudice among children.
Several researchers have theorized about how, when, and why children develop
biases toward certain groups. Allport (1954) argued that individuals possess a natural
propensity to develop prejudice – one that is based on both their need to categorize and
their inclination to join groups based on similarity. These biases are based on historical
roots (e.g., slavery, the Holocaust) and sociocultural influences (e.g., civil rights
legislation, urbanization, economic insecurity). Termed social learning theory, he also
posited that children learn prejudice by observing and imitating important others and thus
become gradually more prejudiced with age. In addition, the intergroup contact theory
(Allport, 1954; Pettigrew, 1998) stated that prejudice grows due to a lack of personal and
positive contact among members of different groups. According to contact theory, four
conditions must be met in order for contact to evolve into improved group relations: 1)
individuals from different groups must come together on relatively equal terms, 2) groups
should come together with the support of authority figures, 3) members of different
groups come together to work on common goals that engender the development of their
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superordinate identity, and 4) individuals should interact in a structured, extended period
of time.
Jean Piaget (Piaget and Weil, 1951) first articulated the ideas for cognitive
developmental-theory. These ideas were later applied to the understanding of prejudice
by Katz (1976), Aboud (1989), and Bigler and Liben (1993). In short, this theory stated
that children elicit prejudice because they are not cognitively sophisticated enough to be
open-minded and racially cognizant. As such, biased beliefs are practically inevitable
because children lack the skills necessary to view others as individuals while instead
focusing on individual features.
Bigler and her colleagues (1997) believed in-group biases to be largely influenced
by environmental factors. Her study involved placing 6- to 11-year-old students in the
experimental group into separate groups via teachers’ utilization of unique colors to
organize classroom desks, bulletin boards, and activities. Students in the control group
were situated in classrooms in which these color groups were ignored. Despite the lack of
attention to these artificial groups, students still elicited bias. On a post-assessment, only
children in the experimental classrooms indicated in-group biases. Bigler and Liben
(1993) created developmental intergroup theory to explain the processes involved in the
formation of social stereotypes and prejudice. First, individuals establish the
psychological salience of personal attributes, followed by the categorization of people
according to these attributes, and finally the development of stereotypes and prejudices of
salient social groups. This theoretical model also includes factors that contribute to the
first (e.g., perceptual discriminability) and final (e.g., essentialism) stages in the process.
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In regard to practice, many attempts have been made to reduce prejudice in
children. In fact, researchers have shown successfully that intergroup harmony may be
promoted by altering features of the classroom environment in accordance with social
learning theory. Aronson and Gonzalez (1988) designed and implemented an intervention
termed the “jigsaw classroom.” In this intervention, classmates work together to learn and
teach other components of an academic lesson. Students are divided into groups and
expected to learn unique and equal parts of a particular lesson. Then, novel groups are
formed consisting of one individual from each of the original groups. Thus, students are
expected to teach each other the entire lesson in a cooperative manner. This intervention
was found to improve children’s relationships, increase self-esteem, and boost students’
academic success. Zirkel (2008) provided a discussion of how cooperative learning may
improve intergroup relations, especially when the project undertaken is best done by a
group of individuals; requires no clear, correct answer; necessitates high-quality work;
and teachers actively work against status differentiation in groups. The influence of these
heterogeneous work groups will be most meaningful when groups are carefully
constructed and managed in order to thwart students’ status hierarchies and create
environments that foster positive interaction between individual group members.
Many educators and researchers have focused on integrating multiracial and
ethnic material into classroom course content in order to reduce bias in children.
However there are unique ways in which leaders integrate multicultural materials into the
curriculum. Banks (1995) refers to most of these strategies as “additive” and
“contributions” approaches in which multicultural themes are added to regularly-
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scheduled, traditional class curriculum. These approaches are based on the assumption
that learning more about other cultures will reduce students’ ignorance in this regard and
thus their prejudiced attitudes. One example was a 6-week intervention in which library
books featuring culturally diverse characters were incorporated into the curriculum
(Bigler, 1999). Another closely-related program integrated information about other
groups, but with a particular focus on counterstereotypic information. For example,
Litcher and Johnson (1969) randomly assigned students in a classroom to either a
traditional or multiethnic textbook condition, the only differences being the names and
races of the characters. This means that, whereas positive traits are generally assigned to
White people, in the multiethnic condition, these same traits were assigned to African
American (or other minority groups) characters.
Another way that instructors implement multicultural interventions is termed a
“transformative” approach (Banks, 1995) that involves comprehensive alterations to the
structure and the goals of the curricula (Sardo-Brown & Hershey, 1995). As an example,
the latter authors taught third- through eighth-grade students lessons via games, art,
drama, cooking activities, books, lectures, and group discussions. These activities were
designed to promote learning and appreciation of multiple cultures.
Some scholars have advocated for programs to explicitly address stereotyping,
racism, and discrimination (Ponterotto & Pederson, 1993; Short & Carrington, 1996).
Sometimes termed “antiracist” programs (Bigler, 1999), curricula focuses on children
recognizing and confronting racism at school and in the other systems in which they are
embedded. For example, children would learn how to define the constructs of prejudice
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and tolerance, ponder the status hierarchies of our society and the subsequent power that
results, and learn how to solve interpersonal issues involving discrimination (Spencer,
1998). Anti-racist education seeks to provide an in-depth awareness of the history and
roots of inequality (Carrington & Short, 1997). This approach involves teaching children
explicitly about the historical roots of racism, how it exists in our society today, and the
forces that contribute to its continuation. Researchers have pointed out that much care
must be taken with this approach in that students may experience negative side effects
such as guilt, embarrassment, anger, or self-righteousness (Kehoe & Mansfield, 1993).
Implementation leaders must be aware of and take steps to minimize these potentially
negative side effects (Pine & Hilliard, 1990).
Another similar strategy utilized with the intention of improving intergroup
relations is to initiate open dialogue about race and racism in the classroom. Aboud and
Doyle (1996) found that attitudes about race and ethnicity are quite malleable and open to
change through direct and explicit discussion and anti-bias curriculum (Derman-Sparks,
2004). In fact, children in grades K-12 who engaged in discussion about their beliefs
experienced reduced prejudice and anti-racist attitudes in the short term. In addition,
when a less prejudiced child discussed race and fairness with a classmate who was more
prejudiced, the conversation oftentimes led to prejudice reduction in the more prejudiced
child (Aboud & Doyle, 1996).
Other researchers have extended this cooperative learning model to bilingual
education programs in which monolinguistic Spanish- and English-speaking students
spend half of the day learning in English and the other half in Spanish (Aboud & Levy,
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2000). Unfortunately, cross-race friendships formed during cooperative learning
exercises oftentimes do not endure long-term (Aboud & Amato, 2001) perhaps because
these types of friendships are more fragile (Khmelkov & Hallinan, 1999).
Another strategy is empathy training, which relies on children’s developed
perspective-taking skills and focuses on understanding and the experience of emotions.
The goal of this intervention, motivated by their empathy for others whom have been
discriminated against, is that students will experience others’ distress as if it were their
own and thus act in a less biased manner (Underwood & Moore, 1982). An example of
this approach was enacted in the 1960’s by a teacher who, after the assassination of Dr.
Martin Luther King Jr., wanted her students to experience what it may feel like to
experience discrimination. Based on eye color, she indicated that one group was superior
to the other via word and action so that her students would be able to put themselves in
others’ shoes firsthand. Notably, the Second Step program focuses on empathy training
for one of the three units.
Although a paucity of research exists in favor of this approach, Weiner and
Wright (1973) evaluated an intervention in which a teacher divided her students into
either a “blue” or “orange” group by asking them to wear the appropriate colored
armband and encouraging discrimination of each group for one day. Students in the
experimental group in this all-White classroom reported that they were more likely to
attend a social event with Black children. Due to the necessity of age-related cognitive
skills, this type of training is likely more effective with older individuals. Children who
are not able to engage in perspective-taking may only be able to focus on the negative
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aspects of the exercise possibly resulting in increased avoidance of the group with whom
they are supposed to be empathizing.
Within these programming efforts, there exist numerous strategies utilized to
decrease children’s prejudiced attitudes and to teach children about the different cultural
groups. In fact, the most common forms of multicultural education seek to provide
knowledge and understanding of diverse groups. One of the most common approaches is
multicultural curricula and materials for lessons that highlight the contributions of
different racial, ethnic, religious, and other cultural groups. These materials often include
books, audiovisual aids, stories, music, and art.
Multicultural theory states that, through learning about unique cultural groups,
individuals will come to understand and respect different groups, thereby reducing
negative attitudes (Banks, 1995). However, Bigler and her colleagues (Bigler, 1995;
Bigler, Jones, and Lobliner, 1997) have demonstrated that the use of salient categories
influenced children to place individuals into rigid categories and thus develop biased
attitudes. This work points to the fact that differences between groups should be limited
when discussing defining characteristics such as gender, race, ethnicity, etc. Finally,
Banks (1995) suggested that effective multicultural education should involve a shift in
the total school environment that reflects the cultural diversity of our society. If this type
of education is valued, educational leaders must find a way to integrate multicultural
ideals into all aspects of school life.
Cognitive-developmental theory has influenced several approaches, mostly
involving skill training. One such intervention has been used to train children to

43
recognize differences among members of the same group (Katz, 1976; Katz & Zalk,
1978; Aboud & Fenwick, 1999). In one study, researchers taught White children to
discriminate between pictures of either Black (experimental) or White (control) children.
Two weeks later, children in the experimental condition exhibited fewer prejudiced
responses than those in the control condition.
Currently, a few national organizations offer resources (e.g., handbooks,
curricula, activities, and lesson plans) for teachers, administrators, students, and parents
including the National Education Association (NEA; 2014), the Teaching Tolerance
program (2014), and the Anti-Defamation League (ADL; 2014). These materials may
also be utilized by practitioners interested in providing programming aimed at reducing
and preventing prejudice in schools. Materials are generally tailored and available for
elementary school students through high school students. The ADL has even developed a
school assembly program, Step Up!, to address bullying and harassment, give voice to the
experiences of victims of bullying, build empathy in bullies, and empower bystanders to
take a stand against bullying.
The literature reveals a plethora of research evaluating programs designed to
reduce prejudice in children. Aboud and Fenwick (1999) evaluated three interventions
designed to reduce prejudice. The first aimed to accomplish this goal by enhancing
person-level processing skills, namely detecting features of an individual other than race.
This particular program appeared to be effective in reducing bias in high-prejudice
students. Those in the control classes maintained their baseline level of prejudice.
Second, they implemented and evaluated a program in which a high-prejudice student
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was paired with a low-prejudice classmate in order to discuss racial issues in order to find
out if this dyad would contribute to further prejudice or tolerance. They found that friends
were open and honest in expressing their own opinions and that high-prejudice students’
opinions were, in fact, altered to be more tolerant. They did not observe a shift in lowprejudice students’ attitudes. The third and final study examined how a student might
communicate their unbiased views to a more prejudiced peer who is not a friend. Results
were mixed, although the majority of students intervened when motivated to do so,
especially if more than one racial remark was made. The authors concluded that both
adults and peers may have a positive influence on racial attitudes when they talk
explicitly about prejudice and tailor their comments to the listener. An ideal environment
for attitude change would be one in which students are engaged, open to expressing their
views, and intent on explaining and evaluating their views.
Verkuyten and Thijs (2002) conducted a study in eighty-two primary schools in
the Netherlands, focusing on two of the most common forms of bullying: name-calling
and social exclusion. They found that Turkish, Moroccan, and Surinamese children were
more likely to become victims of racist name-calling and social exclusion than Dutch
children. In regard to perceived racism of same-ethnic peers, one of two Dutch children
thought that other Dutch children were the victims of racist name-calling, while two out
of three Turkish thought the same for their peers of similar background. Thus, minority
on majority group racism did occur, and it seems that children reported a higher level of
perceived group racism rather than personal racism. Further, the authors garnered that
racism is not only influenced by individual characteristics, but also independently by
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classroom settings and structures. Quite interestingly, children’s opinions of the level of
multicultural education affected their perceptions of personal bullying and classmates’
experiences. For example, students reported that they were victimized more if they spent
more time on multicultural issues within the classroom. This effect was only evident for
the majority group – the Dutch children. The children in the ethnic minority group did not
report higher rates of being victims of bullying episodes.
The authors suggested that perhaps because children possessed a higher
awareness of racism, they learned to interpret others’ behaviors in terms of
discrimination. Children in the ethnic minority group were presupposed to already be
aware of the existence of racism and discrimination at the onset of the study. However,
all children reported less racism directed at peers in their own group. Multicultural
education, then, may play a role in how children perceive experiences of their group
members. Across all ethnic groups, children reported lower levels of racist bullying when
they believed they could tell their teacher about it and the teacher would respond
accordingly. Researchers suggested that actual practice and informal contacts may affect
racist bullying moreso than formal curriculum. Finally, they found that in situations in
which ethnic groups exist as a numerical minority, they are more likely to be subjected to
racism.
Program curriculum intrinsically includes messages about race, ethnicity, and
culture, and these messages are important to address. The type of message that children
receive about uniqueness and similarity can have a deep impact on their social attitudes.
Currently, there exist three main types of messages: similarities message, unique
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message, and combined similar-unique message. First, similarities messages posit that
everyone is basically the same and has the potential to blur the lines between groups, thus
removing the basis for prejudice (Gaertner, Mann, Murrell, & Dovido, 1989). It is
assumed that perception of similarities generally leads to liking and thus should increase
positive feelings associated with those otherwise considered to be in an outgroup.
According to cognitive-developmental theory, children develop the ability to perceive
similarities between members of different groups around age 8, and these skills are said
to reduce prejudice (Black-Gutman & Hickson, 1996). However, this approach diverts
children’s attention away from unique group characteristics including race, gender, and
ethnicity and therefore engenders colorblind ideologies. This colorblind approach sends
the message that these differences are unimportant and irrelevant (Neville, Lilly, Lee,
Duran, & Browne, 2000).
Messages that do not acknowledge race or racial differences may either explicitly
or implicitly relay the message that racism is no longer a problem, which undermines the
experiences of children belonging to socially stigmatized groups. As such, these
messages are counterproductive to anti-bias efforts (Neville et al., 2000). Zirkel (2008)
went so far as to say that the benefits of multicultural education efforts for all students
only emerge when they are implemented with conscious and specific attention to issues
of race and ethnicity. In this way, educational leaders should contribute to students’
acknowledgement that race and ethnicity are powerful social categories that are utilized
by individuals to understand their experiences in unique domains (Bonilla-Silva, 2003).
In addition, sending the message to children that these person-level characteristics are
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important allows them to better attempt to comprehend the critical influence of racial and
ethnic stigma in their own lives (Zirkel, 2008).
Gaertner and his colleagues (1989; 1993) created the Common Ingroup Identity
Model, which shows that a common ingroup identity that transcends differences can
improve intergroup attitudes. Although this approach has gained support with mostly
White children and adults, this kind of message does not seem appropriate for members
of minority groups who continue to experience racism and other kinds of discrimination.
If children in minority groups receive the similarities message whilst embedded within a
society alive with racism, they will learn that the messenger - and even more
unfortunately, society – does not care about these persistent negative forces (Neville et
al., 2000) and may even harbor negative feelings such as resentment toward the dominant
group for attempting to cover up racism and denying them their cultural identity.
Children from disadvantaged groups are aware from a young age that the group they
belong to is viewed and treated differently (McKown, 2004), and integrating race and
ethnicity into their identities is likely to be important (Gonzales & Cauce, 1995).
Next, the differences message approach was borne out of Brewer and Miller’s
(1984) Decategorization Model that states that recognizing the individuality of members
of other groups can increase cooperation and friendship by taking the focus off of group
membership. Interventions utilizing this approach have been shown to improve social
tolerance (Katz & Zalk, 1978; Aboud & Fenwick, 1999), although empirical support is
less conclusive for groups other than Whites (Brown & Hewstone, 2005). Much like the
critique for the similarities approach, the differences message fails to support the valued
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identity of members of racial and ethnic minority groups. In addition, children possess a
need for affiliation (Baumeister & Leary, 1995) and have a tendency to divide their world
into distinct social categories (Gelman & Koenig, 2003). According to cognitivedevelopmental theory, children are said to develop the ability to perceive differences
within the same group (Doyle & Aboud, 1995) and classify other people according to
numerous dimensions (Bigler & Liben, 1993) around age 8, and these skills are related to
the reduction of prejudice.
Lastly, via garnering the strengths of both the similarities and differences
approaches, a combined similarities and differences message – one that recognizes that
people are the same, but have many differences - minimizes the criticisms of the
approaches on their own. Jones and Foley (2003) tested this approach with 8- to 11-yearold children in the United States. While learning about biology and anthropology,
instructors highlighted similarities and differences among humans. Children in the
experimental condition demonstrated more positive beliefs about and positive feelings
toward people differing in ethnicity and race relative to the control group. Levy, West,
Bigler, Karafantis, Ramirez, and Velilla (2005) found that the combined similaritiesdifferences message improved participants’ social tolerance toward others and increased
desired social closeness to White children relative to the other groups. The children who
received the unique and similarities messages did not differ from the control condition on
measures of social tolerance. They concluded that emphasizing either similarities or
differences will not serve as the best approach for engendering social harmony among
students, particularly with members of numerical-minority or disadvantaged groups.
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Moving forward, researchers have advocated for a focus on a combined
similarities-differences message that best fits the needs of unique groups while improving
social relations (Jones & Foley, 2003; Richeson & Nussbaum, 2004). In addition,
researchers should test the effectiveness of combined similarities-differences messages
focusing on children’s racial and ethnic identities. This is consistent with the
aforementioned multicultural approach in that these messages would recognize and
respect different groups’ cultures and experiences while also relaying a similarities
message. In this way, researchers could be working against one of the major criticisms of
this approach – that highlighting racial and cultural differences will increase stereotyping
(Bigler, 1999; Kehoe & Mansfield, 1993). Gonzales and Cauce’s (1995) work on
biculturalism in which individuals focus on two cultural identities supports this combined
message. It is also important to create a balance between focusing on individual and
group identities. One researcher suggested that the most constructive plan would be to
encourage students to engage with other students as individuals while realizing that when
they make decisions, they should pay attention to how other groups may be affected
(Schofield, 1995).
Over the years, some researchers came to disheartening conclusions. After
reviewing four well-designed and implemented multicultural curriculum interventions,
Williams and Morland (1976) concluded that “attitude modification via classroom
curriculum procedures is, at best, very difficult to accomplish” (p. 165). About two
decades later, Banks (1995) stated that, although interventions certainly possess the
potential to aid children in developing more positive racial attitudes, results are
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inconsistent and relay mostly nonsignificant effects within the literature. Bigler (1999)
posited that it was clear that racial stereotyping is pervasive among children and resistant
to change.
Based on the prevalence of nonsignificant effects, the weakness of long-term
effects, and the limitation of effect sizes; Bigler (1999) posited new intervention foci. She
wanted to rid revised curricula of some implicit assumptions made by learning theory: 1)
mechanisms of conditioning, reinforcement, and imitation produce attitude change in
children; 2) children are relatively passive absorbers of environmental messages about
race; 3) cognitive mechanisms (e.g., young children’s tendency to focus on concrete,
rather than abstract aspects of objects and people; ability to attend to multiple attributes
of people; centration on race) utilized to produce attitude change look the same across all
age groups; 4) children are motivated to adopt and internalize the messages presented to
them; and 5) children’s racial attitudes are unifactorial and unidimensional.
Thus, she took on the task of updating multicultural curricula with the following
recommendations: 1) Leaders should develop a greater understanding of and emphasis on
counterstereotypic group models and 2) Interventionists should attempt to comprehend
and place greater emphasis on the salience of individuals or nonrace categories in the
intergroup context. In sum, she concluded that a model multicultural program would
include exposure to counterstereotypic models, training in attending to multiple features
of individuals, practice in detecting within-group differences and between-group
similarities, explicit discussion of prejudice and discrimination, buy-in and support from
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all involved within the system, and strategies that align with the varying cognitive
developmental levels of children participating.
Multicultural education strategies have not yet been widely-implemented. This
requires a high level of commitment from educators, parents, staff, and stakeholders.
Zirkel (2008) concluded that an essential feature of multicultural education practice is
careful attention to the issues of race and ethnicity as well as the subsequent uses of status
and power and therefore not reinforcing colorblind ideologies. At the heart of the matter
is the fact that caring and positive student relationships are fundamental to student
learning. Researchers need to determine which social messages facilitate social tolerance,
benefiting society and the self in a diverse world, while also not denying children’s needs
to be both similar and different.
Synthesis of School Bullying Prevention Programs and Cultural Awareness
To date, research addressing the interconnectedness of school bullying and
children’s prejudice is quite thin. Researchers have begun to connect school bullying and
prejudice including their combined deleterious effects on mental health, their associations
with dominance and social hierarchies, and peers’ influence on children’s developed
attitudes (D’Augelli, Pilkington, & Hershberger, 2002; Pellegrini & Long, 2002; Poteat,
Espelage, & Green, 2007). Research on prejudice related to sexual orientation and school
bullying is forthcoming (Espelage & Rao, 2013; Poteat & Espelage, 2005; Espelage, Rao,
Little, & Rose, 2011). In their recent book chapter, Espelage and Poteat (2012) connected
school bullying, relational aggression, and prejudice and posited that all three constructs
are preventable. Further, Kenny and colleagues (2002) urged those in counseling

52
psychology to design and implement more comprehensive programming that addresses
underlying causal factors that contribute to the development of social concerns – in this
case, school bullying. Polanin and Vera (2013) recently conceptualized bullying as a
social justice issue.
This author asserts that the literatures focused on efforts to reduce school bullying
and prejudice are perhaps two parallel approaches, both with the ultimate goal of
engendering positive peer interactions and relationships in order to promote a host of
positive outcomes. As our society becomes increasingly more diverse, we can no longer
explore school bullying without addressing it within a cultural context. By integrating
these two disciplines, researchers may utilize strategies deemed effective to reduce
children’s prejudice in order to help thwart the widespread and destructive issue of school
bullying. As is evident, in order to further connect school bullying and prejudice
reduction efforts, there is much work to be done. This study aims to explore their
combined efficacy for reducing school bullying and victimization.
The discipline of Counseling Psychology is well poised to take on the issue of
school bullying while adhering to a multicultural framework. Given foci on prevention,
theories of human development, consideration of multiple contexts and individual
differences, policy and advocacy skill sets, and the knowledge base of multicultural
issues; counseling psychologists are poised to be strong assets to schools looking to
develop prevention programming to address the interrelated issues of bullying and
prejudice. These professionals have been called specifically to evaluate prevention
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programs for their effectiveness, working to identify the moderators of program efficacy
(Espelage & Poteat, 2012).
Few, if any, school bullying prevention programs specifically address cultural
awareness. This is unfortunate given the fact that multicultural awareness training has
been shown to reduce children’s prejudice, which, in turn, may lead to decreased bullying
perpetration and victimization. The current efforts explored the hypothesis that cultural
competence training has the potential to lead to decreased bullying perpetration and
victimization above and beyond the effects of an established school bullying prevention
program. It is believed that this research venture is the first of its kind and will
significantly contribute to the burgeoning school bullying prevention literature.

CHAPTER THREE
METHODS
This Methods Chapter is divided into four subsections. First,
characteristics of study participants are described. Second, the psychometric properties of
each instrument utilized are detailed. Third, procedures are described regarding how data
was collected. Finally, statistical analysis procedures are outlined.
Participants
Participants included 55 fifth-grade students attending an urban public school
located within a large, metropolitan Midwestern city. Participants ranged from 10 to 11years-old and were a member of one of two fifth-grade classrooms for the 2012-2013
academic school year. One student moved out of the country partially through the
program.
Participants attended a public neighborhood school that draws its students from
the local surrounding community. This school is categorized as an International Fine and
Performing Arts Magnet School, which means that it possesses a unique focus on
combining visual and performing arts with world culture. The school includes grades
Kindergarten through 8th grade in addition to a tuition-based, state-funded preschool
program. The student body of approximately 796 students is comprised of varying
ethnicities: 59.9% White, 17% Latino/a, 9% African American, 7.1% Native
American/Other, and 7% Asian. Students attending this school include children with
54
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special needs (9.9%) as well as English language learners (ELL; 11.4%). Roughly a
quarter of students (21.9%) qualified as “low income”. This school offers crisis
intervention and school-based dental services, and students may choose to play a number
of sports including girls’ soccer and softball as well as boys’ basketball and tennis. Table
1 provides demographic information.
Table 1. School Demographic Information
Percentage
Ethnicity
African American
Asian
Caucasian
Latino/a
Native American/Other
Low-Income
Special Needs
English Language Learners
Notes: N = 796

9%
7%
59.9%
17%
7.1%
21.9%
9.9%
11.4%

The demographic characteristics for students participating in the current study are
-- at least on a surface level -- similar to demographics of the entire student body. More
specifically, the group of 55 fifth-grade students participating in this study is composed
the following ethnicities: 58% White, 18% Other, 13% Latino/a, 7% African American,
and 4% Asian. Some students designated why they had chosen the “Other” category by
writing in a racial/ethnic category not included by the aforementioned classifications. In
all cases, these students identified with more than one of the classifications.
Eighty percent of students indicated speaking mostly English at home while 15%
reported they spoke mostly another language and 5% indicated speaking English and
another language equally in their homes. Other languages spoken in students’ home
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included: French, Hungarian, Portuguese, Romanian, Russian, Spanish, and Tagalog.
Though 84% of students reported that they were born in the United States, 16% of
students were born in various countries: Canada, France, Germany, Guatemala, India,
Italy, Romania, Scotland, and Switzerland. Finally, 55% of participants indicated that
their parent was born in the United States while 45% reported their parents were born in
20 different countries throughout the world (e.g., Holland, Indonesia, Japan, etc.). Table 1
provides demographic information.
Table 2. Participant Demographic Information
Percentage
Ethnicity
African American
Asian
Caucasian
Latino/a
Other
Native American
Speak primarily English at home
Born in United States
Parents born in United States
Notes: N=55

7%
4%
58%
13%
18%
0%
80%
84%
55%

According to data on the city’s Public School’s Performance Policy (Chicago
Public Schools, 2014), the school that students attended earned 81% of the available
points for the 2011-2012 school year and its performance rating is currently situated at
“Level 1: Excellent Standing” and its status is classified as “Not a Problem.” In 2012,
91.7% of students met standards as evidenced by scores on the state-wide standardized
test (city-wide average: 76.4%), and 42.5% exceeded these expected performance levels
(city-wide average: 18.9%). The school’s average daily attendance rate in 2012 was
95.7%, quite similar to the city-wide average of 95.3%.
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The school prides itself on its particular commitments to innovation in student
learning in order to foster creative problem solving; creative arts inclusion; global
perspective with a focus on diversity; parental involvement; and community partnerships
(Chicago Public Schools, 2014). This school is partnered with organizations focused on
youth development such as Girls on the Run and Junior Achievement and sustains
positive working relationships with several universities within the city. In fact, this school
was awarded a Distinguished Community Schools recognition in the spring of 2008.
Years ago when this school was struggling, a small group of parents became involved in
efforts to transform the setting into a successful academic environment while reintegrating the school as a vital part of the neighborhood. They collaborated to form a
plan to create positive change for urban neighborhood public schools.
Instruments
This researcher selected assessment instruments according to previous research
conducted on the Second Step program (Holsen, Smith, and Frey, 2008; Espelage & Holt,
2001), included several more empirically-rooted measures of interest, and created a scale
due to lack of an established measure in the literature. Demographic data was collected
including students’ gender, age, race/ethnicity, language spoken at home, and country of
origin for self and parents. Several instruments were utilized to gather student self-report
data in the following 5 domains: (a) experiences of bullying, victimization, and physical
aggression, (b) social skills, (c) sense of school belonging, (d) subjective well-being, and
(e) cultural awareness.
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Students’ experiences of bullying and victimization were assessed utilizing the
Illinois Aggression Scales (Espelage & Holt, 2001), a measure composed of three
subscales. The Illinois Bully Scale (IBS) is a 9-item measure that assesses students’
school experiences related to the frequency of teasing, name-calling, social exclusion,
and rumor spreading. Students were asked how often in the past 30 days they teased other
students, upset other students for the fun of it, excluded others from their group of
friends, among others on a 5-point scale: (a) Never, (b) 1 or 2 times, (c) 3 or 4 times, (d)
5 or 6 times, and (e) 7 or more times. The scale’s construct validity has been confirmed
via exploratory and confirmatory factor analyses, and it has been found to be unique from
the Illinois Fight Scale (Espelage & Holt, 2001). Previous studies indicated a Cronbach
alpha coefficient of .87.
The second subscale, the Illinois Fight Scale, consists of 5 items and measures
students’ perceptions of the frequency of physical fighting. Students were queried how
often in the past 30 days they got in a physical fight, threatened to hit another student, hit
back when hit first, and fought students they could easily beat. Response options were the
same as those aforementioned for the bully scale. Espelage and Holt (2001) confirmed
the construct validity of this scale via confirmatory and exploratory factor analyses, and
researchers have found its Cronbach alpha coefficient to be .83.
The third and final subscale, the Illinois Peer Victimization Scale, assesses verbal
and physical peer victimization within the past 30 days. Students were asked to respond
to 4 items utilizing the same 5-point response scale. Exploratory and confirmatory factor
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analyses support the construct validity of these scales, and Cronbach alpha coefficients
range from .85 to .91.
Students’ social skills were measured with a 19-item student version of the Social
Skills Improvement System Rating Scales (SSIS-RS; Gresham and Elliot, 2008). These
rating scales replaced the Social Skills Rating System (SRSS) with updated norms,
improved psychometric properties, and new subscales. Students responded on a fourpoint scale ranging from 0 (Never) to 3 (Very Often) to prompts about their empathy
(e.g., showing concern for others and their points of view), engagement (e.g., getting
along with other children), and self-control (taking turns and compromising). Holsen,
Smith, and Frey (2008) asserted that the SSRS is a multi-source instrument and that its
items map well onto the primary goals of the Second Step program, including the
domains of empathy, engagement, and self-control. Reliability analysis indicated a
coefficient alpha of .90 for the 2004 baseline data and .91 for the 2005 follow-up data.
Validity studies were also conducted with relevant scales, including the SSRS (Gresham
& Elliot, 1990), the Behavior Assessment System for Children (2nd ed.; BASC-2;
Reynolds & Kamphaus, 2004), and the Vineland Adaptive Behavior Scales (2nd ed.;
Sparrow, Cichetti, & Balla, 2005). Correlation studies supported the concurrent validity
of the SSIS-RS (Crosby, 2011).
Third, students completed the Psychological Sense of School Membership
Questionnaire (PSSM), an 18-item assessment measuring sense of personal belonging,
respect, and perceived support at school (Goodenow, 1993). Students responded on a 5point scale ranging from 1 (Not at all true) to 5 (Completely true) to prompts that involve
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perceived liking, personal acceptance, and inclusion (e.g., “Most teachers at this school
are interested in me,” and “I feel like a real part of the school”) as well as respect and
encouragement for participation (e.g., “People notice when I’m good at something,” and
“Other students in this school take my opinion seriously”). Previous research has
indicated adequate internal consistency with alpha values ranging from .77-.88
(Goodenow & Grady, 1993).
Students’ subjective well-being was also assessed. Based on a plethora of
research, the construct of subjective well-being has been found to consist of three
interrelated factors: positive affect, negative affect, and global life satisfaction (Robbins
& Kliewer, 2000; Lightsey, 1996). One total composite score including these three
factors was utilized for data analysis. The following constructs were measured: (a) global
judgment of life satisfaction, (b) the frequency with which they experiences positive
emotions, and (c) the frequency with which they experiences negative emotions (Diener,
Suh, Lucas, & Smith, 1999). In order to assess experienced positive and negative
emotions, students completed the Positive and Negative Affect Scale (PANAS; Watson,
Clark, & Tellegen, 1988). The PANAS is a 20-item scale that measures positive and
negative affect. Each subscale -- one for positive and one for negative affect -- is
composed of 10 items. Students utilized a 5-point rating scale (e.g., 1 = Very slightly or
not at all, 5 = Extremely) to respond to the prompt “I have felt this way during the past
few weeks…” for positive (e.g., excited, proud, enthusiastic) and negative (e.g., scared,
jittery, upset) emotions. The alpha reliabilities of the PANAS PA (positive affect) and
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NA (negative affect) scales are .86 and .87, respectively, and the correlation between the
scales was -.09.
The PANAS scales have discriminant correlations between positive and negative
terms consistently under -.20 and therefore offer reliable and largely independent
measures of positive and negative affect. Regarding external validity, correlations at
predicted levels were determined with measures of related constructs for negative affect
(e.g., state anxiety/perceived stress, depression, and general psychological distress) and
positive affect (e.g., satisfaction with life, social activity).
Next, in order to assess the second component of subjective well-being, students’
satisfaction with life, the current researcher administered The Satisfaction with Life Scale
(SWLS; Diener, Emmons, Larsen, & Griffin, 1985). This is a 5-item general measure of
satisfaction with the quality of one’s life. Students will respond on a 7-point scale (e.g, 1
= Strongly Disagree, 7 = Strongly Agree) to prompts such as “In most ways my life is
close to ideal” and “I am satisfied with my life.” Researchers found that the SWLS
possesses strong correlations with other measures of subjective well-being except for one,
which measured the intensity of emotional experience. A coefficient alpha of .87 was
established.
Fifth and finally, students completed a cultural awareness scale. This researcher
utilized her vision of ultimate intended outcomes (e.g., enhanced awareness/valuing of
one’s own culture as well as others’ cultures and acceptance of others’ cultures) for
culture lessons in order to produce measurement items. After several rounds of editing,
reconceptualization, and feedback from a methodologist colleague and dissertation chair,
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this researcher conducted an exploratory factor analysis (EFA; Kline, 2008) on this scale
in order to test whether items loaded together (explained below). Items were not piloted
before utilization in the current study. The final assessment included 16 statements for
which students responded on a scale from 1-7 (1 = “I do not agree at all.”; 7 = “I strongly
agree.”). This researcher hypothesized that items on this scale loaded onto three
constructs: valuing one’s own culture (e.g., “I think my culture is important”, “I am proud
of my culture”); valuing other’s cultures (“I like knowing things about my classmates’
cultures.”, “I know about my classmates’ cultures.”); and acceptance of others’ cultures
(“I can accept my classmates for who they are.”, I have friends from different cultures.”)
Procedures
Prior to data collection, this researcher obtained official approval from Loyola
University Chicago’s Institutional Review Board as well as the school’s administration
and governing board.
All fifth grade students were eligible to participate in this project with the
opportunity to opt out of participating at any point throughout the study. In order to
participate, students were required to have a completed active consent form returned to
school by their parent/legal guardian as well as a signed student assent form. This
parental consent form included detailed information about the prevention curriculum and
process, a comprehensive list of any risks and benefits that students may experience as a
result of their participation in the program, a clear explanation of the actions to take if
they would not like their child to participate in the program, and relevant contact
information should they have any concerns or inquiries (Appendix A). The two fifth
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grade teachers sent home parental consent forms with all fifth-grade students. After a 4week period of time, teachers gave students who had parental consent forms turned in a
voluntary student assent form (Appendix B). Although all students eventually
participated in Second Step programming, only students eligible for inclusion in the study
took part in data collection.
This researcher utilized a true experimental design in which half of students in
each fifth grade classroom were randomly assigned to one of two conditions: (a)
treatment group or (b) delayed-treatment control group. In order to adhere to this research
design, the current researcher utilized an official class roster from both classrooms and
the random number generator function in Microsoft Excel in order to randomly assign
half of the students from each classroom to the intervention group and the other half to
the delayed treatment control group.
Students assigned to the intervention group participated first in the Second Step
program and culture lessons. Alternatively, students assigned to the delayed treatment
control group participated in “creative writing seminar” in which students were allowed
semi-structured free time to engage in a creative writing activity of their choice (e.g.,
poetry, short stories, persuasive essays, etc.) and then allowed the opportunity to share
their work with their peers within that group. The teacher leading this seminar largely
acted as a support for students in their creative writing processes as necessary. After
Second Step and culture lessons were implemented with the intervention group, the two
groups switched places so that the delayed treatment control group had the opportunity to
participate in Second Step, namely because research has indicated positive results in the
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past (Frey, Nolen, Van Schoiack-Edstrom, & Hirschstein, 2005; Van Schoiack-Edstrom,
Frey, & Beland, 2002).
The intervention took place during the school’s regularly scheduled "Enrichment
Session" during the last 45 minutes of the school day (1:45-2:30 p.m.) on most Monday,
Tuesday, and Friday afternoons. Discrepancies occurred due to previously-scheduled
school programming or shortened instructional days at the school. At 1:45 p.m. each day
that this researcher taught a lesson, all fifth-grade students split from their regular
classroom into their assigned Second Step group classroom. Thus, some students moved
to another classroom while others stayed in the same room. For the most part, students
moving to another classroom took their belongings with them so that they could leave
immediately at the conclusion of the school day.
This researcher implemented all 22 Second Step lessons and 9 culture lessons for
the treatment group within one fifth-grade classroom. The fifth-grade teacher of the
classroom in which the intervention took place was in the classroom at all times with this
researcher but only intervened 3-4 times total in order to handle significant behavioral
issues. The other fifth-grade teacher led and supervised all students in the control group
in the other fifth-grade classroom across the hall during their participation in an unrelated
activity.
Fifth-grade teachers recorded student attendance for each session. Teachers were
given no instructions related to reinforcement of program content nor were students
provided any information about communicating with members of the other group
regarding program content and/or activities. Finally, in order to keep track of
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implementation fidelity, this researcher kept an electronic journal detailing each session
with students in the intervention group, noting techniques that worked well and those that
did not, students’ reactions to content and process of each lesson, and ideas for enhancing
future implementation. This researcher also included a brief reflection following each
session.
This researcher, with the help of an undergraduate research assistant, developed
the culture lessons utilized for the multicultural training component of the prevention
programming intervention. These 9 culture lessons focused on the following domains: 1)
What culture is and the various components of culture, 2) Exploring own culture through
an individual art project, 3) Cultural “Show-and-Tell” in which students had an
opportunity to bring in a meaningful item, story, song, memory that illustrated their
unique culture, 4) Learning about different cultures via different versions of the
Cinderella story, and 5) Creating a banner together to embody what students had learned
about culture, their own cultures, and their classmates’ cultures. A more detailed outline
of this multicultural curriculum is included (Appendix C).
Lesson content and activities were derived from multiple sources. Lesson #3:
Sharing Culture was modeled based on Aronson and Gonzalez’s (1998) jigsaw classroom
intervention model. During this lesson, students are divided into groups to share their
culture art project with others. In addition, this group process was intended to engender
cooperative learning that may improve intergroup relations (Zirkel, 2008). Once shared,
students continue to split into unique groups in order to teach others what they have
learned about other group members. Lessons #4 & #5: Learning Culture Through
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Literature were designed based on Hollenbeck’s (2003) work on utilizing literature to
engender appreciation of other cultures. Lessons #8 & #9: Our Cultures Art Project was
created so that students would have the opportunity to undertake a project best
accomplished by a group of individuals, requires no clear, correct answer, and
necessitates high-quality work (Zirkel, 2008). This researcher attempted to thwart
students’ status hierarchies as much as possible and instead create an environment that
fostered cooperative interactions between individual group members aimed at improving
intergroup relations. Finally, this researcher focused on a combined similaritiesdifferences message with the goal of improving social relations among students (Jones &
Foley, 2003; Richeson & Nussbaum, 2004).
Regardless of condition, all students completed the same student surveys
(Appendix D) at 5 unique time points throughout the duration of the project: 1) PreIntervention: Before implementation of Second Step Plus program, 2) Mid-Program:
After 11 Second Step sessions; 3) Post-Program: Upon completion of 22 Second Step
program sessions; 4) Post-Intervention: After completion of 9 culture lessons; and 5)
Delayed Post-Intervention: 5 weeks after completion of Second Step Plus program. Table
1 illustrates the study timeline. Surveys were administered during 5 Enrichment Sessions,
and no programming was implemented on these days. Students generally completed
surveys within 10-20 minutes. This researcher removed student names by assigning a
unique identification number in order to ensure anonymity and confidentiality.
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Table 3. Study Timeline

February 2013

March 2013

April 2013

May 2013

Intervention
Assessment
Curriculum
PreIntervention
Second Step
Lessons:
#1-13

Control
Assessment
Curriculum
PreIntervention

Mid-Program

Mid-Program

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15

Second Step
Lessons:
#14-22
Post-Program

Post-Program
Culture
Lessons:
#1-9

PostIntervention

16
17
18
19
20

PostIntervention

Second
Step
Lessons:
#1-22

Statistical Analyses
Data analysis focused on answering two overarching research questions: (a) Is the
Second Step program an effective preventive intervention in positively affecting the
following domains? and (b) Does the addition of a cultural awareness training module
contribute above and beyond the effects of the Second Step bullying prevention program
in the following domains?
a. Students’ self-reported experiences of bullying perpetration,
victimization, and physical aggression
b. Students’ self-reported social skills including empathy, engagement,
and self-control
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c. Students’ self-reported sense of school belonging
d. Students’ self-reported subjective well-being
e. Students’ self-reported valuing of one’s own culture and
valuing/acceptance of others’ cultures
This researcher hypothesized that, consistent with extant literature on the Second
Step program (Holsen, Smith, & Frey, 2008; Taub, 2001; Van Schoiack-Edstrom, Frey,
& Beland, 2002), participants engaged in the Second Step program would exhibit greater
improvement on the outcomes than students in the delayed-treatment control group
before they participated in Second Step. Further, this author hypothesized that the
addition of the cultural awareness training lessons would contribute above and beyond
the effects of the Second Step bullying prevention program in the bullying and culture
domains. In other words, this author believed that participants in the intervention group
would experience significantly increased positive effects after participating in the cultural
awareness training curriculum as opposed to only the Second Step curriculum.
Prior to conducting outcome analyses, this researcher conducted several
procedures. First, this author conducted a reliability analysis of each scale. Although
psychometric analyses have been conducted in extant literature, it is important to conduct
these analyses again for this sample. To assess the reliability of each scale, Cronbach’s
alpha will be calculated for each and included in the following chapter. Second, all
appropriate assumptions were checked including normality of outcome variables,
independence of observations, homoscedacity of outcome variance, and a homogeneous
covariance matrix.
Third, this researcher conducted two exploratory factor analyses (EFA) on the
School Belonging and Culture scales in order to determine which items measured the
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desired constructs. EFA is a statistical method utilized to investigate the underlying factor
structure for a relatively large set of variables. In this case, it was unclear which
foundational constructs existed within the overarching construct of sense of school
belonging (Kline, 2008). As such, this researcher set out to identify what kinds of
relationships might exist between observed variables in order to ascertain a clear picture
of what was being measured by this particular assessment for this study.
This researcher utilized Hierarchical Linear Modeling to analyze the current data
in that individual participants acted as a context within which data time points occurred.
In this case, students’ characteristics (e.g., gender, age, classroom, intervention group,
etc.) served as contextual variables – students’ responses to standardized assessments at 5
unique time points were organized, or nested, within characteristics of individual
participants. In other words, students’ responses were dependent upon person-specific
characteristics. Thus, individual data time points, and ultimately the slopes of these lines
as repeated measures occurred, were placed within the context of individual
characteristics. This analysis consisted of a two-level hierarchical structure in which
student data served as the first level and the students themselves served as the second
(Raudenbush & Bryk, 2002).
There were several benefits to conducting HLM analyses. Because this researcher
expected students possessing similar characteristics to respond analogously to the Second
Step and/or cultural lessons interventions, residuals were correlated. In addition, this
author was able to safeguard analyses from the assumptions of homogeneity of regression
slopes and data independence as well as the issue of missing data.
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In this model, repeated measures were conceptualized as students’ trajectories that
changed as a function of their response to the Second Step and culture lessons
programming. Individual characteristics described a portion of the variance across
students. In this analysis, this researcher examined data for significant differences
between the slopes of lines for the intervention and delayed-treatment control groups
controlling for these student characteristics.
This author utilized the same model across all 9 outcomes. Prior to testing the full
mixed model, each outcome was tested against an unconditional model to ensure that a
random effects model was necessary. All outcomes showed significant variation across
both time and person. Therefore, the mixed model can be represented by the following
equations:
OUTCOMEti = π0i + π1i*(TIMEti) + eti
π0i = β00 + β01*(Genderi) + β02*(Agei) + β03*(BornUSAi) + β04*(Whitei)
+ β05*(Classi) + β06*(Conditioni) + β07*(Class*Conditioni) + r0i
π1i = β10 + β11*(Genderi) + β12*(Agei) + β13*(BornUSAi) + β14*(Whitei)
+ β15*(Classi) + β16*(Conditioni) + β17*(Class*Conditioni) + r1i
where OUTCOMEti represented the outcome of interest for time t within person i. The
level-l model included both a random intercept and slope (i.e., TIMEti), each of which is
modeled at Level-2 using student characteristics. Table 4 provides the coding for each
variable.
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Table 4. Codes for Individual Variables

Gender
Age
Born in USA
Ethnicity
Classroom
Condition

1
Female
12
Yes
White
Classroom 1
Intervention

0
Male
11
No
Non-White
Classroom 2
Control

CHAPTER FOUR
RESULTS
Reliability Analysis
This researcher initiated a reliability analysis in order to calculate Cronbach’s
alpha for each unique scale. Table 3 provides reliability analysis data.
Table 5. Reliability Analysis for Scales

Bully Perpetration
Bully Victimization
Physical Aggression
Empathy
Engagement
Self-Control
School Belonging
Subjective Well-Being
Value Own Culture
Value Others’ Cultures
Accept Others’ Cultures

Number of Items
9
4
4
6
7
6
18
26
4
6
3

Cronbach’s Alpha
0.672
0.891
0.682
0.145
0.713
0.786
0.461
0.668
0.907
0.915
0.749

Exploratory Factor Analysis of Culture Scale
This researcher conducted an Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA) utilizing a
principal axis factoring extraction method and a varimax with kaiser normalization
rotation method. A rotation converged in 9 iterations. EFA Results indicated that items
loaded onto three distinct factors. More specifically, the Value Others’ Cultures factor
accounted for 54.421% of the variance with items 6, 7, 8, 10, 15, and 16 loading onto this
factor. The Value Own Culture factor explained 14.481% of variance, and items 1, 2, 4,
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and 9 loaded onto this factor. Finally, the Accept Others’ Cultures factor accounted for
8.687% of the variance with items 5, 13, and 14 loading onto the factor. Reliabilities for
this scale include the following: Value Own Culture (4 items) – .907; Value Others’
Cultures (6 items) – .915; and Accept Others’ Cultures (3 items) - .749. Table 6 provides
data for factors loading on the culture scale.
Table 6. Factor Loadings for Culture Scale
Item
I value my culture.
I think my culture is important.
I will tell other people about my
culture.
I am proud of my culture.
I think my classmates’ cultures are
important.
I like knowing things about my
classmates’ cultures.
I like learning about my
classmates’ cultures.
It is nice to know about my
classmates’ cultures.
I know about my culture.
I know about my classmates’
cultures.
I know how my classmates are
similar to me.
I know how my classmates are
different than me.
I can accept my classmates for who
they are.
I have friends from different
cultures.
I get along with my classmates
from other cultures.
I like to play with and talk to my
classmates from other cultures.
Eigenvalue
% Variance

Value Own
Culture
.875
.820
-

Value Others’
Culture

Accept Others’
Cultures

-

-

.848
.622
.822
.874
.793
.607
.656
-

-

-

-

-

.758
.723

.601
.892
2.32
14.48

8.71
54.42

1.39
8.69
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Descriptive Analysis
For students in the intervention group, significant decreases in bullying
perpetration, victimization, and physical aggression did not occur until Wave 3 data
collection, or after the full Second Step was implemented. Means for bullying
victimization and physical aggression continued to decrease at Wave 4, but increased for
bullying perpetration. For students in the delayed treatment control group, means for
bullying victimization and physical aggression decreased at each wave. Conversely, for
bullying perpetration, mean scores rose from Wave 1 to Wave 3 and then dropped
slightly at Wave 4.
Intervention students’ mean scores for perceived empathy and self-control skills
rose while control students’ scores for these outcomes followed a different trend. For
empathy, mean scores decreased until Wave 3 when they began to increase. Self-control
scores decreased through Wave 2 and then increased through the last 2 waves of data. In
regard to the three culture-related outcomes, as a whole, students’ increased across each
wave of data for valuing their own culture, valuing others’ cultures, and accepting others’
cultures. Mean scores for students in the delayed treatment control group did not follow a
linear pattern with scores rising and falling across waves. Interestingly, mean scores at
Wave 4 for valuing their own culture and accepting others’ cultures fell below the
baseline level at Wave 1. The mean score at Wave 4 for valuing others’ cultures fell just
above the baseline score at Wave 1.
Please refer to Table 5 to reference mean and standard deviation scores for 11
outcomes across 4 waves of data. Figures 1-11 below illustrate intervention and control
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group outcome effects for Waves 1-4. Finally, Table 7 serves to summarize outcome
effects for all outcomes.
Table 7. Means and Standard Deviations for all Outcomes: Intervention and Control

Bully Perpetration
Wave 1
Wave 2
Wave 3
Wave 4
Bully Victimization
Wave 1
Wave 2
Wave 3
Wave 4
Physical Aggression
Wave 1
Wave 2
Wave 3
Wave 4
Empathy
Wave 1
Wave 2
Wave 3
Wave 4
Engagement
Wave 1
Wave 2
Wave 3
Wave 4
Self-Control
Wave 1
Wave 2
Wave 3
Wave 4
School Belonging
Wave 1
Wave 2
Wave 3
Wave 4

Intervention
Mean
SD

Control
Mean
SD

.154
.154
.111
.139

.164
.231
.150
.209

.223
.275
.293
.269

.277
.335
.345
.331

.792
.739
.568
.456

.974
.872
.690
.604

.964
.859
.843
.723

1.049
.978
.795
.679

.673
.731
.093
.013

.154
.186
.281
.067

.902
.862
.298
.141

.524
.288
.562
.342

2.737
2.808
2.807
2.84

.272
.253
.229
.252

2.726
2.551
2.587
2.737

1.011
.517
.414
1.164

2.474
2.5
2.507
2.529

.413
.467
.506
.45

2.458
2.484
2.505
2.563

.4
.445
.586
.459

2.442
2.597
2.727
2.847

.414
.417
.369
.296

2.155
2.12
2.202
2.314

.598
.642
.655
.602

4.25
4.184
4.248
4.45

.627
.745
.712
.647

4.286
4.273
4.21
4.231

.529
.623
.55
.779
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Subjective Well-Being
Wave 1
Wave 2
Wave 3
Wave 4
Value Own Culture
Wave 1
Wave 2
Wave 3
Wave 4
Accept Others’ Cultures
Wave1
Wave 2
Wave 3
Wave 4

5.477
5.558
5.765
5.328

1.433
1.392
1.187
1.551

5.641
5.635
5.392
5.515

1.199
1.349
1.505
1.449

6.365
6.654
6.69
6.8

.816
.525
.551
.395

6.176
6.241
5.991
6.039

1.325
1.164
1.557
1.641

6.635
6.782
6.867
7

.696
.388
.333
0

6.519
6.443
6.536
6.5

1.059
1.088
.813
.999

Figure 1. Bullying Perpetration Intervention and Control Group Effects: Waves 1-4
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0.25
0.2

Intervention
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Control
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0.05
0
Wave 1

Wave 2

Wave 3

Wave 4
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Figure 2. Bullying Victimization Intervention and Control Group Effects: Waves 1-4
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Wave 1
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Wave 3

Wave 4

Figure 3. Physical Aggression Intervention and Control Group Effects: Waves 1-4
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78
Figure 4. Empathy Intervention and Control Group Effects: Waves 1-4
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Figure 5. Engagement Intervention and Control Group Effects: Waves 1-4
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Figure 6. Self-Control Intervention and Control Group Effects: Waves 1-4
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Figure 7. Sense of School Belonging Intervention and Control Group Effects: Waves 1-4
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Figure 8. Subjective Well-Being Intervention and Control Group Effects: Waves 1-4
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Figure 9. Value Own Culture Intervention and Control Group Effects: Waves 1-4
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Figure 10. Value Others’ Cultures Intervention and Control Group Effects: Waves 1-4
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Figure 11. Accept Others’ Cultures Intervention and Control Group Effects: Waves 1-4
7.1
7
6.9
6.8
6.7
6.6

Intervention

6.5

Control

6.4
6.3
6.2
6.1
Wave1

Wave 2

Wave 3

Wave 4

82
Table 8. Summary Table for Outcome Effects
Outcome
Wave 3 Wave 4
Bully Perpetration
√*(1)**
(1)#
Bully Victimization
(1)*
Physical Aggression
(1)**
Empathy
Engagement
(2)#
Self-Control
√*
√**
Sense of School Belonging
(2)*
(2)*
Subjective Well-Being
(2)*
Value Own Culture
√#
Value Others’ Cultures
(2)#
√*
Accept Others’ Cultures
√#
Notes: Numbers in parentheses indicate that the effect was found for only one class; √
indicates both classrooms; # p < .10, * p < .05, **p < .01.
Wave 3 Analysis (Post-Second Step)
In this HLM analysis, this researcher investigated the existence of significant
differences between the slopes of lines across 5 repeated measures for the intervention
and delayed-treatment control groups. As aforementioned in the previous chapter,
analysis controlled for all inherent student characteristics, which represent a portion of
the variance in the sample, that may have affected students’ responses. By doing so, this
researcher was able to infer whether students’ outcome trajectories altered as a function
of their response to the Second Step and culture lessons programming.
Bully Perpetration
The results of the multilevel model indicated a significant slope decrease in the
amount of bullying perpetration for the intervention students compared to the control
students (β16 = -.05, SE = .02, z = 2.23, p < .05). The students in the intervention
condition indicated a lower overall average bullying perpetration score at wave 3 (Wave
3 µ: IN = .111, CO = .293). In addition, older students, across both conditions,
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perpetrated less bullying as well (β12 = -.06, SE = .02, z = 2.78, p < .05). All other
variables, testing the difference in slopes, were not statistically significant. Table 9
provides HLM output for this outcome.
Table 9. Bully Perpetration Wave 3
Coefficient
Standard Error
t-value
Intercept
0.185
0.109
1.687#
Gender
0.200
0.058
3.450**
Age
-0.017
0.055
-0.308
Birth
-0.117
0.102
-1.147
Ethnicity
0.057
0.069
0.819
Class
0.042
0.067
0.631
Intervention
-0.093
0.051
-1.813#
Class*Intervention
-0.020
0.118
-0.168
Slope
0.002
0.048
0.034
Gender
0.033
0.026
1.266
Age
-0.062
0.022
-2.779**
Birth
0.013
0.049
0.260
Ethnicity
0.011
0.029
0.362
Class
0.017
0.028
0.600
Intervention
-0.049
0.022
-2.232*
Class*Intervention
-0.141
0.052
-2.693**
Notes: Gender (0 = Male, 1 = Female), Age (0 = 10, 1 = 11), Birth (0 = US Born, 1 =
Non-US Born), Ethnicity (0 = White, 1 = Non-white), Class (0 = Classroom 2, 1 =
Classroom 1), Intervention (0 = Control, 1 = Intervention); df = 47, # p < .10, * p < .05,
**p < .01.
It is also important to note, however, that a significant classroom by condition
interaction was found (β17 = .14, SE = .05, z = 2.69, p < .05). Intervention students in
classroom 1 had significantly lower bullying perpetration compared to intervention
students in classroom 2 (Wave 3 β: Classroom 1 = -.082, Classroom 2 = .01). As such,
the intervention effects should be qualified and considered moderated by the classroom
that the student belonged to. An in-depth discussion of this phenomenon is presented in
chapter 5. Tables 10 and 11 detail the outcome models by classroom.
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Table 10. Bullying Perpetration Wave 3: Classroom 1
Coefficient
Standard Error
t-value
Intercept
0.088
0.085
1.036
Condition
-0.029
0.070
-0.416
Gender
0.142
0.064
2.202*
Age
0.111
0.064
1.723#
Birth
-0.043
0.086
-0.506
Ethnicity
0.174
0.088
1.978#
Slope
0.101
0.057
1.782#
Condition
-0.082
0.030
-2.744**
Gender
0.062
0.038
1.632
Age
-0.121
0.034
-3.519**
Birth
-0.043
0.060
-0.713
Ethnicity
0.006
0.039
0.164
Notes: Gender (0 = Male, 1 = Female), Age (0 = 10, 1 = 11), Birth (0 = US Born, 1 =
Non-US Born), Ethnicity (0 = White, 1 = Non-white), Class (0 = Classroom 2, 1 =
Classroom 1), Intervention (0 = Control, 1 = Intervention); df = 47, # p < .10, * p < .05,
**p < .01.

Table 11. Bullying Perpetration Wave 3: Classroom 2
Coefficient
Standard Error
t-value
Intercept
0.385
0.259
1.485
Condition
-0.095
0.093
-1.021
Gender
0.129
0.076
1.700
Age
-0.034
0.092
-0.369
Birth
-0.176
0.206
-0.856
Ethnicity
-0.094
0.089
-1.049
Slope
-0.106
0.072
-1.473
Condition
0.010
0.029
0.336
Gender
0.050
0.036
1.401
Age
0.002
0.025
0.089
Birth
0.082
0.059
1.393
Ethnicity
0.016
0.031
0.509
Notes: Gender (0 = Male, 1 = Female), Age (0 = 10, 1 = 11), Birth (0 = US Born, 1 =
Non-US Born), Ethnicity (0 = White, 1 = Non-white), Class (0 = Classroom 2, 1 =
Classroom 1), Intervention (0 = Control, 1 = Intervention); df = 47, # p < .10, * p < .05,
**p < .01.
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Bully Victimization
The results of the HLM analysis revealed a nonsignificant intervention effect for
this outcome. Results for this multilevel model showed that younger students in both
conditions reported increased rates of victimization compared to their older classmates
(β12 = -.25, SE = .12, z = -2.11, p < .05). All other variables, testing the difference in
slopes, were not statistically significant. Table 12 provides HLM data for this outcome.
Table 12. Bully Victimization Wave 3
Coefficient
Standard Error
t-value
Intercept
0.114
0.208
0.550
Gender
0.771
0.158
4.883**
Age
0.030
0.183
0.165
Birth
0.046
0.205
0.223
Ethnicity
0.568
0.174
3.257**
Class
0.191
0.172
1.107
Intervention
-0.124
0.182
-0.679
Class*Intervention
0.556
0.360
1.545
Slope
-0.067
0.154
-0.437
Gender
-0.086
0.105
-0.816
Age
-0.250
0.118
-2.109*
Birth
0.219
0.159
1.371
Ethnicity
-0.094
0.115
-0.811
Class
0.163
0.113
1.445
Intervention
-0.090
0.106
-0.854
Class*Intervention
-0.501
0.250
-2.007*
Notes: Gender (0 = Male, 1 = Female), Age (0 = 10, 1 = 11), Birth (0 = US Born, 1 =
Non-US Born), Ethnicity (0 = White, 1 = Non-white), Class (0 = Classroom 2, 1 =
Classroom 1), Intervention (0 = Control, 1 = Intervention); df = 47, # p < .10, * p < .05,
**p < .01.
There existed a significant classroom by condition interaction (β17 = -.50, SE =
.25, z = 2.01, p < .05). This means that students in the intervention group also in
classroom 1 reported being victimized significantly less than intervention students in
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classroom 2 (Wave 3 β: Classroom 1: -.311, Classroom 2: .120). Tables 13 and 14 detail
the outcome models by classroom.
Table 13. Bullying Victimization Wave 3: Classroom 1
Coefficient
Standard Error
t-value
Intercept
0.056
0.290
0.192
Condition
0.347
0.376
0.922
Gender
0.754
0.286
2.641**
Age
0.182
0.379
0.480
Birth
-0.075
0.320
-0.234
Ethnicity
0.535
0.385
1.391
Slope
0.225
0.178
1.265
Condition
-0.311
0.172
-1.813#
Gender
0.065
0.177
0.368
Age
-0.417
0.168
-2.480*
Birth
0.110
0.223
0.495
Ethnicity
0.093
0.208
0.448
Notes: Gender (0 = Male, 1 = Female), Age (0 = 10, 1 = 11), Birth (0 = US Born, 1 =
Non-US Born), Ethnicity (0 = White, 1 = Non-white), Class (0 = Classroom 2, 1 =
Classroom 1), Intervention (0 = Control, 1 = Intervention); df = 47, # p < .10, * p < .05,
**p < .01.
Table 14. Bullying Victimization Wave 3: Classroom 2
Coefficient
Standard Error
t-value
Intercept
0.410
0.594
0.691
Condition
-0.619
0.298
-2.077*
Gender
0.857
0.208
4.123**
Age
0.474
0.296
1.604
Birth
-0.203
0.491
-0.414
Ethnicity
0.651
0.255
2.550*
Slope
-0.337
0.339
-0.994
Condition
0.120
0.151
0.796
Gender
-0.005
0.156
-0.033
Age
-0.101
0.157
-0.641
Birth
0.254
0.265
0.955
Ethnicity
-0.114
0.147
-0.773
Notes: Gender (0 = Male, 1 = Female), Age (0 = 10, 1 = 11), Birth (0 = US Born, 1 =
Non-US Born), Ethnicity (0 = White, 1 = Non-white), Class (0 = Classroom 2, 1 =
Classroom 1), Intervention (0 = Control, 1 = Intervention); df = 47, # p < .10, * p < .05,
**p < .01.
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Physical Aggression
Results revealed a nonsignificant intervention effect. This multilevel model
indicated an almost significant (p < .10) slope decrease in the amount of physical
aggression for students in classroom 1 compared to students in classroom 2 (β15 = -.09,
SE = .05, z = 1.91, p < .10). In other words, students in classroom 1 reported markedly
fewer incidents of physical aggression than students in classroom 2 as indicated by a
lower overall average physical aggression score at wave 3 (Wave 3 μ: IN = .115 , CO =
.306). No other variables manifested as statistically significant. Table 15 provides HLM
output for this outcome.
Table 15. Physical Aggression Wave 3
Coefficient
Standard Error
t-value
Intercept
0.590
0.119
4.973**
Gender
-0.015
0.084
-0.175
Age
0.039
0.079
0.500
Birth
0.006
0.113
0.057
Ethnicity
0.046
0.084
0.549
Class
-0.001
0.076
-0.008
Intervention
-0.198
0.077
-2.570**
Class*Intervention
-0.209
0.164
-1.271
Slope
-0.377
0.063
-6.008**
Gender
0.075
0.049
1.531
Age
0.048
0.053
0.902
Birth
0.033
0.062
0.527
Ethnicity
-0.003
0.050
-0.062
Class
-0.093
0.049
-1.905#
Intervention
0.031
0.052
0.596
Class*Intervention
0.096
0.106
0.901
Notes: Gender (0 = Male, 1 = Female), Age (0 = 10, 1 = 11), Birth (0 = US Born, 1 =
Non-US Born), Ethnicity (0 = White, 1 = Non-white), Class (0 = Classroom 2, 1 =
Classroom 1), Intervention (0 = Control, 1 = Intervention); df = 47, # p < .10, * p < .05,
**p < .01.
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Empathy
Results indicated a nonsignificant intervention effect. The results of the multilevel
model informed that there were no statistically significant between-group differences in
slope changes for students’ reported empathy skills. However, students in the
intervention condition indicated a higher overall average empathy score at wave 3 (Wave
3 µ: IN = 2.807, CO = 2.587). Table 16 details HLM data for this outcome.
Table 16. Empathy Wave 3
Coefficient
Standard Error
t-value
Intercept
2.698
0.207
13.055**
Gender
-0.277
0.108
-2.565**
Age
-0.114
0.085
-1.342
Birth
0.272
0.161
1.692#
Ethnicity
-0.098
0.138
-0.713
Class
-0.111
0.122
-0.907
Intervention
0.126
0.088
1.435
Class*Intervention
0.045
0.189
0.236
Slope
-0.199
0.175
-1.136
Gender
0.141
0.122
1.156
Age
0.101
0.084
1.212
Birth
0.007
0.118
0.061
Ethnicity
0.136
0.146
0.930
Class
0.091
0.121
0.746
Intervention
0.105
0.096
1.095
Class*Intervention
0.003
0.158
0.021
Notes: Gender (0 = Male, 1 = Female), Age (0 = 10, 1 = 11), Birth (0 = US Born, 1 =
Non-US Born), Ethnicity (0 = White, 1 = Non-white), Class (0 = Classroom 2, 1 =
Classroom 1), Intervention (0 = Control, 1 = Intervention); df = 47, # p < .10, * p < .05,
**p < .01.
Engagement
Results revealed a nonsignificant intervention effect. The results of the multilevel
model informed that there were no statistically significant between-group differences in
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slope changes for students’ perceived engagement skills. See Table 17 below for HLM
data.
Table 17. Engagement Wave 3
Coefficient
Standard Error
t-value
Intercept
2.363
0.107
22.043**
Gender
0.143
0.099
1.452
Age
0.059
0.103
0.568
Birth
-0.073
0.095
-0.770
Ethnicity
0.178
0.093
1.909#
Class
0.055
0.096
0.567
Intervention
-0.161
0.096
-1.668
Class*Intervention
0.018
0.209
0.086
Slope
0.040
0.068
0.589
Gender
-0.025
0.051
-0.486
Age
-0.069
0.062
-1.105
Birth
0.045
0.073
0.621
Ethnicity
-0.039
0.067
-0.589
Class
0.031
0.062
0.496
Intervention
-0.009
0.058
-0.153
Class*Intervention
-0.091
0.113
-0.802
Notes: Gender (0 = Male, 1 = Female), Age (0 = 10, 1 = 11), Birth (0 = US Born, 1 =
Non-US Born), Ethnicity (0 = White, 1 = Non-white), Class (0 = Classroom 2, 1 =
Classroom 1), Intervention (0 = Control, 1 = Intervention); df = 47, # p < .10, * p < .05,
**p < .01.
Self-Control
The results of the multilevel model indicated a significant slope increase in
intervention students’ perceived levels of self-control compared to students in the delayed
treatment control group (β16 = .12, SE = .06, z = 2.10, p < . 05). The students in the
intervention condition indicated a higher overall average self-control score at wave 3
(Wave 3 µ: IN = 2.727, CO = 2.202). When testing for differences in slopes, none of the
other variables emerged as statistically significant. Table 18 provides HLM data for this
outcome.
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Table 18. Self-Control Wave 3
Coefficient
Standard Error
t-value
Intercept
2.477
0.216
11.461**
Gender
-0.355
0.124
-2.859**
Age
-0.045
0.113
-0.399
Birth
0.224
0.172
1.301
Ethnicity
-0.233
0.147
-1.588
Class
0.035
0.134
0.264
Intervention
0.366
0.112
3.270**
Class*Intervention
-0.001
0.231
-0.006
Slope
0.022
0.090
0.241
Gender
0.012
0.063
0.197
Age
0.041
0.060
0.687
Birth
0.034
0.090
0.376
Ethnicity
0.037
0.075
0.496
Class
-0.067
0.067
-0.996
Intervention
0.118
0.056
2.102*
Class*Intervention
0.100
0.105
0.947
Notes: Gender (0 = Male, 1 = Female), Age (0 = 10, 1 = 11), Birth (0 = US Born, 1 =
Non-US Born), Ethnicity (0 = White, 1 = Non-white), Class (0 = Classroom 2, 1 =
Classroom 1), Intervention (0 = Control, 1 = Intervention); df = 47, # p < .10, * p < .05,
**p < .01.
Sense of School Belonging
Results revealed a nonsignificant effect. Results for this multilevel model showed
that male students in both conditions reported decreased levels of school belonging
compared to their female classmates (β11 = -.24, SE = .07, z = 3.20, p < .05). In addition,
students of color reported significantly lower levels of school belonging than their White
peers (β14 = -.16, SE = .07, z = 2.27, p < .05). Table 19 details HLM data for this
outcome.
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Table 19. Sense of School Belonging Wave 3
Coefficient
Standard Error
t-value
Intercept
4.273
0.171
25.001**
Gender
0.359
0.144
2.490*
Age
-0.040
0.163
-0.245
Birth
-0.246
0.139
-1.770#
Ethnicity
0.030
0.157
0.189
Class
0.093
0.157
0.592
Intervention
-0.204
0.155
-1.310
Class*Intervention
0.744
0.331
2.246*
Slope
0.148
0.066
2.242*
Gender
-0.237
0.074
-3.203**
Age
-0.015
0.075
-0.195
Birth
0.034
0.067
0.516
Ethnicity
-0.163
0.072
-2.273*
Class
-0.049
0.069
-0.705
Intervention
-0.052
0.076
-0.681
Class*Intervention
-0.323
0.158
-2.041*
Notes: Gender (0 = Male, 1 = Female), Age (0 = 10, 1 = 11), Birth (0 = US Born, 1 =
Non-US Born), Ethnicity (0 = White, 1 = Non-white), Class (0 = Classroom 2, 1 =
Classroom 1), Intervention (0 = Control, 1 = Intervention); df = 47, # p < .10, * p < .05,
**p < .01.
This researcher found a significant classroom by condition interaction (β17 = -.03,
SE = .16, z = 2.04, p < .05). This means that students in the intervention group also in
classroom 1 reported a significantly lower sense of school belonging when compared
with intervention students in classroom 2 (Classroom 1 = 2.75, Classroom 2 = 3.38).
Tables 20 and 21 detail models by classroom.
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Table 20. Sense of School Belonging: Classroom 1
Coefficient
Standard Error
t-value
Intercept
4.363
0.209
20.890**
Condition
0.146
0.208
0.704
Gender
0.258
0.206
1.256
Age
-0.128
0.203
-0.632
Birth
-0.308
0.204
-1.507
Ethnicity
0.115
0.233
0.496
Slope
0.198
0.073
2.694**
Condition
-0.171
0.125
-1.367
Gender
-0.138
0.115
-1.197
Age
0.003
0.104
0.029
Birth
-0.034
0.110
-0.309
Ethnicity
-0.139
0.108
-1.287
Notes: Gender (0 = Male, 1 = Female), Age (0 = 10, 1 = 11), Birth (0 = US Born, 1 =
Non-US Born), Ethnicity (0 = White, 1 = Non-white), Class (0 = Classroom 2, 1 =
Classroom 1), Intervention (0 = Control, 1 = Intervention); df = 47, # p < .10, * p < .05,
**p < .01.

Table 21: Sense of School Belonging: Classroom 2
Coefficient
Standard Error
t-value
Intercept
4.253
0.268
15.872**
Condition
-0.611
0.259
-2.358*
Gender
0.563
0.204
2.756**
Age
0.119
0.249
0.477
Birth
-0.065
0.196
-0.330
Ethnicity
-0.048
0.221
-0.216
Slope
0.216
0.156
1.378
Condition
0.128
0.109
1.173
Gender
-0.348
0.129
-2.693**
Age
-0.068
0.118
-0.573
Birth
0.016
0.117
0.136
Ethnicity
-0.191
0.099
-1.939#
Notes: Gender (0 = Male, 1 = Female), Age (0 = 10, 1 = 11), Birth (0 = US Born, 1 =
Non-US Born), Ethnicity (0 = White, 1 = Non-white), Class (0 = Classroom 2, 1 =
Classroom 1), Intervention (0 = Control, 1 = Intervention); df = 47, # p < .10, * p < .05,
**p < .01.
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Subjective Well-Being
Results revealed a nonsignificant intervention effect. This multilevel model
evidenced one statistically significant effect in that students of color across both groups
experienced lower levels of subjective well-being (β14 = -.27, SE = .13, z = 2.10, p < .05).
All other variables, testing for differences in slopes, were not statistically significant.
Table 22 details the HLM output for this outcome.
Table 22. Subjective Well-Being Wave 3
Coefficient
Standard Error
t-value
Intercept
6.117
0.522
11.726**
Gender
-0.058
0.320
-0.182
Age
-0.026
0.340
-0.076
Birth
-0.416
0.402
-1.034
Ethnicity
-0.441
0.365
-1.207
Class
-0.891
0.331
-2.692**
Intervention
0.145
0.316
0.460
Class*Intervention
-0.305
0.616
-0.496
Slope
0.203
0.142
1.431
Gender
-0.010
0.130
-0.077
Age
-0.059
0.128
-0.462
Birth
-0.065
0.149
-0.436
Ethnicity
-0.265
0.126
-2.096*
Class
-0.092
0.118
-0.780
Intervention
0.183
0.129
1.418
Class*Intervention
-0.228
0.262
-0.868
Notes: Gender (0 = Male, 1 = Female), Age (0 = 10, 1 = 11), Birth (0 = US Born, 1 =
Non-US Born), Ethnicity (0 = White, 1 = Non-white), Class (0 = Classroom 2, 1 =
Classroom 1), Intervention (0 = Control, 1 = Intervention); df = 47, # p < .10, * p < .05,
**p < .01.
Value Own Culture
Results revealed a nonsignificant intervention effect. The results of the multilevel
model indicated several significant differences in slopes across conditions. First, male
students in both the intervention and delayed treatment control groups valued their
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culture more than female students (β11 = -.36, SE = .13, z = 2.75, p < .01). Second, older
students, across both conditions, reported valuing their own culture almost significantly
(p < .10) more than their younger classmates (β12 = -.21, SE = .12, z = 1.74, p < .10).
Next, students who were not born in the United States valued their own culture
significantly more than students who were born in this country (β13 = -.34, SE = .17, z =
2.10, p < .05). Finally, as a group, students of color reported valuing their own culture at
a higher level than their White classmates (β14 = -.31, SE = .15, z = 2.10, p < .05). No
other variables were found to have statistically significant differences in slopes. Included
below is the HLM output in Table 23.
Table 23. Value Own Culture Wave 3
Intercept
Gender
Age
Birth
Ethnicity
Class
Intervention
Class*Intervention
Slope
Gender
Age
Birth
Ethnicity
Class
Intervention

Coefficient
5.583
0.013
0.100
0.720
0.327
0.113
0.271

Standard Error
0.532
0.225
0.218
0.470
0.281
0.284
0.218

t-value
10.494**
0.060
0.457
1.530
1.165
0.399
1.245

0.336

0.506

0.664

0.752
-0.360
-0.208
-0.343
-0.306
0.028
0.185

0.243
0.131
0.120
0.166
0.147
0.125
0.116

3.088**
-2.751**
-1.738#
-2.066*
-2.085*
0.223
1.599

0.231
0.229
1.008
Class*Intervention
Notes: Gender (0 = Male, 1 = Female), Age (0 = 10, 1 = 11), Birth (0 = US Born, 1 =
Non-US Born), Ethnicity (0 = White, 1 = Non-white), Class (0 = Classroom 2, 1 =
Classroom 1), Intervention (0 = Control, 1 = Intervention); df = 47, # p < .10, * p < .05,
**p < .01.
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Value Others’ Cultures
Results revealed a nonsignificant intervention effect. Students born outside of the
United States, across both conditions, reported valuing other’s cultures almost
significantly (p < .10) more compared to their US-born classmates (β13 = -.20, SE = .11, z
= 1.91, p < .10). Differences in slopes for all other variables were not statistically
significant. Table 24 provides HLM data for this outcome.
Table 24. Value Others’ Cultures Wave 3
Coefficient
Standard Error
t-value
Intercept
6.325
0.507
12.482**
Gender
-0.581
0.262
-2.214*
Age
0.041
0.239
0.172
Birth
0.183
0.383
0.477
Ethnicity
-0.074
0.340
-0.216
Class
-0.082
0.297
-0.276
Intervention
0.264
0.230
1.148
Class*Intervention
0.536
0.487
1.103
Slope
0.263
0.120
2.183*
Gender
0.157
0.100
1.578
Age
0.009
0.092
0.103
Birth
-0.202
0.106
-1.907#
Ethnicity
-0.082
0.107
-0.765
Class
-0.137
0.113
-1.221
Intervention
0.071
0.094
0.756
Class*Intervention
-0.354
0.203
-1.745#
Notes: Gender (0 = Male, 1 = Female), Age (0 = 10, 1 = 11), Birth (0 = US Born, 1 =
Non-US Born), Ethnicity (0 = White, 1 = Non-white), Class (0 = Classroom 2, 1 =
Classroom 1), Intervention (0 = Control, 1 = Intervention); df = 47, # p < .10, * p < .05,
**p < .01.
Though not statistically significant at the .05 level, there exists a classroom by
condition interaction (β17 = -.35, SE = .20, z = 1.75, p < .10). This indicates that
intervention students in classroom 2 had higher levels of valuing others’ cultures
compared to intervention students in classroom 1 (Wave 3 β: Classroom 1 = -.114,
Classroom 2 = .288).
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Accept Others’ Cultures
Results revealed a nonsignificant intervention effect. No variables for this
outcome produced statistically significant between-group differences in slopes. Table 25
displays the detailed HLM output.
Table 25. Accept Others’ Cultures Wave 3
Coefficient
Standard Error
t-value
Intercept
6.415
0.404
15.874**
Gender
-0.340
0.153
-2.215*
Age
0.174
0.155
1.126
Birth
0.289
0.385
0.751
Ethnicity
0.149
0.196
0.757
Class
0.070
0.211
0.332
Intervention
0.184
0.150
1.228
Class*Intervention
-0.349
0.415
-0.842
Slope
0.084
0.136
0.615
Gender
0.149
0.091
1.633
Age
-0.086
0.078
-1.096
Birth
-0.065
0.122
-0.535
Ethnicity
-0.011
0.096
-0.114
Class
-0.012
0.082
-0.149
Intervention
0.111
0.074
1.487
Class*Intervention
0.024
0.160
0.148
Notes: Gender (0 = Male, 1 = Female), Age (0 = 10, 1 = 11), Birth (0 = US Born, 1 =
Non-US Born), Ethnicity (0 = White, 1 = Non-white), Class (0 = Classroom 2, 1 =
Classroom 1), Intervention (0 = Control, 1 = Intervention); df = 47, # p < .10, * p < .05,
**p < .01.
Wave 4 Analysis (Post-Culture Lessons)
Bully Perpetration
The results of the multilevel model did not indicate a significant slope decrease in
the amount of bullying perpetration for the intervention students compared to the control
students as seen previously in wave 3. However, students in the intervention condition
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indicated a lower overall average bullying perpetration score at wave 4 (Wave 4 µ: IN =
.139, CO = .269). Table 26 displays the detailed HLM output.
Table 26. Bully Perpetration Wave 4
Coefficient
Standard Error
t-value
Intercept
0.178
0.121
1.472
Gender
0.181
0.055
3.265**
Age
0.009
0.055
0.168
Birth
-0.109
0.113
-0.967
Ethnicity
0.041
0.069
0.595
Class
0.037
0.070
0.527
Intervention
-0.070
0.051
-1.368
Class*Intervention
0.060
0.124
0.487
Slope
0.008
0.028
0.280
Gender
0.011
0.018
0.637
Age
-0.016
0.015
-1.042
Birth
-0.010
0.027
-0.354
Ethnicity
0.015
0.020
0.744
Class
0.001
0.019
0.076
Intervention
-0.015
0.018
-0.832
Class*Intervention
-0.067
0.034
-1.969#
Notes: Gender (0 = Male, 1 = Female), Age (0 = 10, 1 = 11), Birth (0 = US Born, 1 =
Non-US Born), Ethnicity (0 = White, 1 = Non-white), Class (0 = Classroom 2, 1 =
Classroom 1), Intervention (0 = Control, 1 = Intervention); df = 47, # p < .10, * p < .05,
**p < .01.
There exists an almost significant (p < .10) classroom by condition interaction
(β17 = -.07, SE = .03, z = 2.00, p < .10). In other words, students in the intervention group
and in classroom 1 continued to, although not at the same rate as previously noted at
wave 3, report significantly lower bullying perpetration compared to intervention
students in classroom 2 (Classroom 1 = .113, Classroom 2 = .178). As such, results
should be qualified and considered as moderated according to students’ primary
classroom assignment. Tables 27 and 28 below detail the model by classroom.
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Table 27. Bully Perpetration Wave 4: Classroom 1
Coefficient
Standard Error
t-value
Intercept
0.092
0.078
1.180
Condition
-0.056
0.072
-0.775
Gender
0.164
0.065
2.544*
Age
0.061
0.065
0.944
Birth
-0.049
0.083
-0.588
Ethnicity
0.157
0.080
1.967#
Slope
0.024
0.031
0.762
Condition
-0.039
0.022
-1.748#
Gender
0.027
0.025
1.072
Age
-0.039
0.021
-1.900#
Birth
-0.028
0.035
-0.817
Ethnicity
0.025
0.031
0.812
Notes: Gender (0 = Male, 1 = Female), Age (0 = 10, 1 = 11), Birth (0 = US Born, 1 =
Non-US Born), Ethnicity (0 = White, 1 = Non-white), Class (0 = Classroom 2, 1 =
Classroom 1), Intervention (0 = Control, 1 = Intervention); df = 47, # p < .10, * p < .05,
**p < .01.

Table 28. Bully Perpetration Wave 4: Classroom 2
Coefficient
Standard Error
t-value
Intercept
0.325
0.248
1.314
Condition
-0.099
0.091
-1.081
Gender
0.150
0.081
1.859#
Age
-0.035
0.092
-0.376
Birth
-0.117
0.197
-0.594
Ethnicity
-0.099
0.093
-1.069
Slope
-0.003
0.058
-0.055
Condition
0.022
0.028
0.769
Gender
0.011
0.033
0.332
Age
-0.002
0.023
-0.087
Birth
-0.020
0.055
-0.363
Ethnicity
0.024
0.032
0.761
Notes: Gender (0 = Male, 1 = Female), Age (0 = 10, 1 = 11), Birth (0 = US Born, 1 =
Non-US Born), Ethnicity (0 = White, 1 = Non-white), Class (0 = Classroom 2, 1 =
Classroom 1), Intervention (0 = Control, 1 = Intervention); df = 47, # p < .10, * p < .05,
**p < .01.
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Bully Victimization
Results for this multilevel model showed that all variables, when testing the
difference in slopes, were not statistically significant. In addition, there no longer exists a
significant classroom by condition interaction. Table 29 details HLM data below.
Table 29. Bully Victimization Wave 4
Coefficient
Standard Error
t-value
Intercept
0.130
0.262
0.496#
Gender
0.855
0.192
4.451**
Age
0.184
0.234
0.787
Birth
-0.045
0.265
-0.168
Ethnicity
0.646
0.222
2.910**
Class
0.103
0.223
0.459
Intervention
-0.072
0.225
-0.321
Class*Intervention
0.801
0.470
1.703#
Slope
-0.011
0.084
-0.126
Gender
-0.110
0.068
-1.632
Age
-0.108
0.075
-1.441
Birth
0.068
0.084
0.802
Ethnicity
-0.079
0.078
-1.007
Class
0.059
0.070
0.851
Intervention
-0.057
0.068
-0.848
Class*Intervention
-0.178
0.147
-1.218
Notes: Gender (0 = Male, 1 = Female), Age (0 = 10, 1 = 11), Birth (0 = US Born, 1 =
Non-US Born), Ethnicity (0 = White, 1 = Non-white), Class (0 = Classroom 2, 1 =
Classroom 1), Intervention (0 = Control, 1 = Intervention); df = 47, # p < .10, * p < .05,
**p < .01.
Physical Aggression
This multilevel model indicated a sustained significant slope decrease in the
amount of physical aggression for students in classroom 1 compared to students in
classroom 2 (β15 = -.06, SE = .03, z = 2.37, p < .05). In other words, students in
classroom 1 continued to report markedly fewer incidents of physical aggression than
students in classroom 2 as indicated by a lower overall average physical aggression score
at wave 4 (Wave 4 μ: C1 = .046, C2 = .121). In addition, males, across both conditions,

100
reported significantly higher physical aggression incidents than females (β11 = .07, SE =
.03, z = 2.30, p <.05). Finally, students born internationally reported more physically
aggressive acts than students born in the US, regardless of assigned condition (β13 = -.08,
SE = .04, z = 1.85, p < .10). Table 30 provides the HLM data.
Table 30. Physical Aggression Wave 4
Coefficient
Standard Error
t-value
Intercept
0.875
0.138
6.361**
Gender
-0.094
0.095
-0.986
Age
0.027
0.081
0.337
Birth
0.052
0.121
0.432
Ethnicity
0.042
0.090
0.469
Class
0.066
0.080
0.821
Intervention
-0.252
0.088
-2.884**
Class*Intervention
-0.380
0.180
-2.115*
Slope
-0.254
0.041
-6.120**
Gender
0.070
0.031
2.294*
Age
-0.003
0.027
-0.121
Birth
-0.075
0.040
-1.852#
Ethnicity
0.014
0.029
0.489
Class
-0.061
0.026
-2.368*
Intervention
0.050
0.030
1.642
Class*Intervention
0.180
0.062
2.925**
Notes: Gender (0 = Male, 1 = Female), Age (0 = 10, 1 = 11), Birth (0 = US Born, 1 =
Non-US Born), Ethnicity (0 = White, 1 = Non-white), Class (0 = Classroom 2, 1 =
Classroom 1), Intervention (0 = Control, 1 = Intervention); df = 47, # p < .10, * p < .05,
**p < .01.
It must be considered that a significant classroom by condition interaction was
found (β17 = .18, SE = .06, z = 2.92, p <.01). This means that intervention students in
classroom 1 reported significantly fewer incidents of physical aggression compared to
intervention students in classroom 2 (Wave 4 μ: C1 = 0, C2 = .033). Therefore, the
intervention effects by classroom should be qualified and considered by the classroom to
which the student belonged. Tables 31 and 32 detail the models by classroom.
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Table 31. Physical Aggression Wave 4: Classroom 1
Coefficient
Standard Error
t-value
Intercept
0.828
0.192
4.307**
Condition
-0.445
0.164
-2.717**
Gender
-0.072
0.163
-0.445
Age
-0.052
0.107
-0.487
Birth
0.149
0.215
0.692
Ethnicity
0.059
0.154
0.383
Slope
-0.286
0.056
-5.082**
Condition
0.135
0.052
2.586*
Gender
0.034
0.049
0.690
Age
0.002
0.035
0.066
Birth
-0.049
0.058
-0.836
Ethnicity
-0.022
0.048
-0.460
Notes: Gender (0 = Male, 1 = Female), Age (0 = 10, 1 = 11), Birth (0 = US Born, 1 =
Non-US Born), Ethnicity (0 = White, 1 = Non-white), Class (0 = Classroom 2, 1 =
Classroom 1), Intervention (0 = Control, 1 = Intervention); df = 47, # p < .10, * p < .05,
**p < .01.
Table 32. Physical Aggression Wave 4: Classroom 2
Coefficient
Standard Error
t-value
Intercept
0.952
0.146
6.504**
Condition
-0.033
0.070
-0.470
Gender
-0.080
0.074
-1.087
Age
0.077
0.073
1.058
Birth
-0.120
0.126
-0.951
Ethnicity
0.052
0.071
0.728
Slope
-0.231
0.085
-2.714**
Condition
-0.068
0.060
-1.132
Gender
0.059
0.052
1.129
Age
0.038
0.067
0.570
Birth
-0.027
0.069
-0.385
Ethnicity
0.025
0.051
0.493
Notes: Gender (0 = Male, 1 = Female), Age (0 = 10, 1 = 11), Birth (0 = US Born, 1 =
Non-US Born), Ethnicity (0 = White, 1 = Non-white), Class (0 = Classroom 2, 1 =
Classroom 1), Intervention (0 = Control, 1 = Intervention); df = 47, # p < .10, * p < .05,
**p < .01.
Empathy
Similar to results from the previous data time point, results of the multilevel
model indicated no statistically significant differences in slope changes in regard to
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students’ perceived empathy skills. The students in the intervention condition indicated a
higher overall average empathy score at wave 4 (Wave 4 µ: IN = 2.84, CO = 2.737).
Table 33 provides HLM output data.
Table 33. Empathy Skills Wave 4
Coefficient
Standard Error
t-value
Intercept
2.774
0.226
12.271**
Gender
-0.312
0.137
-2.285*
Age
-0.139
0.100
-1.390
Birth
0.230
0.162
1.423
Ethnicity
-0.140
0.168
-0.835
Class
-0.139
0.144
-0.962
Intervention
0.098
0.110
0.888
Class*Intervention
0.016
0.212
0.073
Slope
-0.003
0.047
-0.067
Gender
-0.011
0.033
-0.330
Age
-0.014
0.029
-0.464
Birth
0.037
0.048
0.778
Ethnicity
-0.004
0.031
-0.121
Class
-0.014
0.030
-0.457
Intervention
0.008
0.033
0.240
Class*Intervention
0.058
0.061
0.954
Notes: Gender (0 = Male, 1 = Female), Age (0 = 10, 1 = 11), Birth (0 = US Born, 1 =
Non-US Born), Ethnicity (0 = White, 1 = Non-white), Class (0 = Classroom 2, 1 =
Classroom 1), Intervention (0 = Control, 1 = Intervention); df = 47, # p < .10, * p < .05,
**p < .01.
Engagement
Like results from wave 3, results of the multilevel model indicated no statistically
significant differences in slope changes in regard to students’ perceived engagement
skills. Interestingly, students in the intervention condition indicated a slightly lower
overall average engagement score at wave 4 (Wave 4 µ: IN = 2.529, CO = 2.563). Table
34 provides HLM output data.
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Table 34. Engagement Wave 4
Coefficient
Standard Error
t-value
Intercept
2.354
0.115
20.469**
Gender
0.147
0.102
1.439
Age
0.029
0.106
0.272
Birth
-0.058
0.104
-0.555
Ethnicity
0.185
0.101
1.831#
Class
0.077
0.102
0.759
Intervention
-0.155
0.102
-1.523
Class*Intervention
0.040
0.215
0.187
Slope
0.054
0.043
1.261
Gender
-0.027
0.031
-0.876
Age
-0.022
0.032
-0.691
Birth
0.019
0.042
0.436
Ethnicity
-0.041
0.037
-1.098
Class
0.001
0.036
0.030
Intervention
-0.011
0.031
-0.356
Class*Intervention
-0.118
0.064
-1.845#
Notes: Gender (0 = Male, 1 = Female), Age (0 = 10, 1 = 11), Birth (0 = US Born, 1 =
Non-US Born), Ethnicity (0 = White, 1 = Non-white), Class (0 = Classroom 2, 1 =
Classroom 1), Intervention (0 = Control, 1 = Intervention); df = 47, # p < .10, * p < .05,
**p < .01.
Though not statistically significant at the .05 level, there exists a classroom by
condition interaction (β17 = -.12, SE = .06, z = -1.85, p < .10). This indicates that
intervention students in classroom 2 had higher levels of perceived engagement skills
compared to intervention students in classroom 1 (Wave 3 μ: C1 = 2.55, C2 = 2.5).
Self-Control
The results of the multilevel model indicated a significant slope increase for
students participating in Second Step and culture lessons compared to those who had not
received the intervention (β16 = .08, SE = .06, z = .70, p < .01). The students in the
intervention condition indicated a higher overall average self-control score at wave 4
(Wave 4 µ: IN = 2.847, CO = 2.314). Similar to wave 3 results, when testing for
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differences in slopes, none of the other variables emerged as statistically significant.
Table 35 provides HLM data for this outcome.
Table 35. Self-Control Wave 4
Coefficient
Standard Error
t-value
Intercept
2.426
0.215
11.282**
Gender
-0.377
0.129
-2.925**
Age
-0.053
0.117
-0.458
Birth
0.228
0.178
1.282
Ethnicity
-0.287
0.154
-1.870#
Class
0.082
0.143
0.577
Intervention
0.274
0.117
2.338*
Class*Intervention
-0.045
0.240
-0.186
Slope
0.063
0.056
1.134
Gender
0.049
0.034
1.461
Age
0.003
0.028
0.093
Birth
-0.028
0.059
-0.466
Ethnicity
0.064
0.043
1.495
Class
-0.030
0.039
-0.780
Intervention
0.082
0.029
2.781**
Class*Intervention
0.040
0.057
0.703
Notes: Gender (0 = Male, 1 = Female), Age (0 = 10, 1 = 11), Birth (0 = US Born, 1 =
Non-US Born), Ethnicity (0 = White, 1 = Non-white), Class (0 = Classroom 2, 1 =
Classroom 1), Intervention (0 = Control, 1 = Intervention); df = 47, # p < .10, * p < .05,
**p < .01.
Sense of School Belonging
No significant intervention effect was found. The results of the multilevel model
indicated that male students reported a higher sense of school belonging than their female
peers (β11 = -.12, SE = .05, z = 2.47, < .05), older students reported decreased levels as
compared with younger students (β12 = -.02, SE = .05, z = .43, p < .05), and students born
not in the US reported higher levels than those born in this country (β12 = .11, SE = .05, z
= 2.19, p < .05). Table 36 provides HLM data for this outcome.
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Table 36. Sense of School Belonging Wave 4
Coefficient
Standard Error
t-value
Intercept
4.355
0.174
25.089**
Gender
0.281
0.139
2.021*
Age
-0.037
0.155
-0.238
Birth
-0.295
0.146
-2.021*
Ethnicity
-0.025
0.151
-0.165
Class
0.121
0.153
0.791
Intervention
-0.209
0.154
-1.354
Class*Intervention
0.712
0.318
2.238*
Slope
0.023
0.043
0.532
Gender
-0.115
0.047
-2.467*
Age
-0.021
0.049
-0.426*
Birth
0.107
0.049
2.187*
Ethnicity
-0.086
0.054
-1.596
Class
-0.099
0.051
-1.957#
Intervention
-0.050
0.050
-1.002
Class*Intervention
-0.275
0.107
-2.573*
Notes: Gender (0 = Male, 1 = Female), Age (0 = 10, 1 = 11), Birth (0 = US Born, 1 =
Non-US Born), Ethnicity (0 = White, 1 = Non-white), Class (0 = Classroom 2, 1 =
Classroom 1), Intervention (0 = Control, 1 = Intervention); df = 47, # p < .10, * p < .05,
**p < .01.
There was a significant classroom by condition interaction (β17 = -.28, SE = .11, z
= 2.57, p < .05). In other words, intervention students in classroom 1 experienced
significantly lower levels of school belonging compared to intervention students in
classroom 2 (Wave 4 μ: C1 = 4.36, C2 = 4.59). Thus, intervention effects should be
qualified and considered moderated by the classroom that the student belonged to. Tables
37 and 38 detail the models by classroom.
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Table 37. Sense of School Belonging: Classroom 1
Coefficient
Standard Error
t-value
Intercept
4.536
0.212
21.447**
Condition
0.140
0.206
0.679
Gender
0.220
0.190
1.156
Age
-0.067
0.188
-0.358
Birth
-0.408
0.203
-2.014#
Ethnicity
0.045
0.217
0.207
Slope
-0.045
0.059
-0.770
Condition
-0.182
0.080
-2.285*
Gender
-0.086
0.071
-1.219
Age
-0.092
0.069
-1.335
Birth
0.132
0.087
1.510
Ethnicity
-0.055
0.082
-0.675
Notes: Gender (0 = Male, 1 = Female), Age (0 = 10, 1 = 11), Birth (0 = US Born, 1 =
Non-US Born), Ethnicity (0 = White, 1 = Non-white), Class (0 = Classroom 2, 1 =
Classroom 1), Intervention (0 = Control, 1 = Intervention); df = 47, # p < .10, * p < .05,
**p < .01.
Table 38. Sense of School Belonging: Classroom 2
Coefficient
Standard Error
t-value
Intercept
4.339
0.275
15.805**
Condition
-0.561
0.267
-2.106*
Gender
0.440
0.203
2.173*
Age
0.005
0.258
0.020
Birth
-0.082
0.214
-0.383
Ethnicity
-0.118
0.225
-0.524
Slope
0.070
0.089
0.789
Condition
0.075
0.063
1.193
Gender
-0.145
0.074
-1.956#
Age
0.074
0.061
1.215
Birth
0.053
0.059
0.897
Ethnicity
-0.098
0.063
-1.553
Notes: Gender (0 = Male, 1 = Female), Age (0 = 10, 1 = 11), Birth (0 = US Born, 1 =
Non-US Born), Ethnicity (0 = White, 1 = Non-white), Class (0 = Classroom 2, 1 =
Classroom 1), Intervention (0 = Control, 1 = Intervention); df = 47, # p < .10, * p < .05,
**p < .01.
Subjective Well-Being
There was no significant intervention effect. This multilevel model evidenced two
statistically significant effects. First, older students across both conditions reported
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significantly higher levels of subjective well-being (β11 = -.18, SE = .08, z = 2.10, p <
.05). Second, though not significant at a .05 level, students born outside of the United
States exhibited increased levels of subjective well-being when compared with students
born domestically (β13 = .18, SE = .10, z = 1.70, p < .10). Table 39 provides HLM data
for this outcome.
Table 39. Subjective Well-Being Wave 4
Coefficient
Standard Error
t-value
Intercept
6.063
0.523
11.582**
Gender
0.043
0.320
0.133
Age
0.071
0.339
0.210
Birth
-0.510
0.417
-1.223
Ethnicity
-0.313
0.381
-0.820
Class
-0.879
0.354
-2.486*
Intervention
0.074
0.316
0.233
Class*Intervention
0.041
0.624
0.065
Slope
-0.020
0.108
-0.186
Gender
-0.176
0.084
-2.103*
Age
-0.101
0.090
-1.121
Birth
0.175
0.103
1.695#
Ethnicity
-0.051
0.088
-0.577
Class
0.026
0.085
0.306
Intervention
-0.005
0.078
-0.067
Class*Intervention
-0.398
0.165
-2.408*
Notes: Gender (0 = Male, 1 = Female), Age (0 = 10, 1 = 11), Birth (0 = US Born, 1 =
Non-US Born), Ethnicity (0 = White, 1 = Non-white), Class (0 = Classroom 2, 1 =
Classroom 1), Intervention (0 = Control, 1 = Intervention); df = 47, # p < .10, * p < .05,
**p < .01.
Of importance, a significant classroom by condition interaction was found (β17 = .40, SE = .17, z = 2.41, p < .05), indicating that intervention students in classroom 1
reported significantly lower levels of subjective well-being compared to intervention
students in classroom 2 (Wave 4 β: C1 = -.19, C2 = .20). This interaction effect was not
present at wave 3. Tables 40 and 41 detail the models by classroom.
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Table 40. Subjective Well-Being Wave 4: Classroom 1
Coefficient
Standard Error
t-value
Intercept
6.224
0.752
8.281**
Condition
0.267
0.452
0.590
Gender
0.336
0.430
0.780
Age
0.202
0.486
0.415
Birth
-1.308
0.582
-2.247*
Ethnicity
-0.710
0.634
-1.120
Slope
-0.048
0.164
-0.291
Condition
-0.192
0.110
-1.748#
Gender
-0.158
0.116
-1.363
Age
-0.165
0.104
-1.595
Birth
0.249
0.180
1.378
Ethnicity
-0.037
0.156
-0.236
Notes: Gender (0 = Male, 1 = Female), Age (0 = 10, 1 = 11), Birth (0 = US Born, 1 =
Non-US Born), Ethnicity (0 = White, 1 = Non-white), Class (0 = Classroom 2, 1 =
Classroom 1), Intervention (0 = Control, 1 = Intervention); df = 47, # p < .10, * p < .05,
**p < .01.
Table 41. Subjective Well-Being Wave 4: Classroom 2
Coefficient
Standard Error
t-value
Intercept
5.960
0.646
9.232**
Condition
0.132
0.402
0.328
Gender
-0.191
0.366
-0.522
Age
-0.321
0.440
-0.729
Birth
0.196
0.553
0.354
Ethnicity
0.025
0.347
0.071
Slope
-0.091
0.167
-0.543
Condition
0.199
0.103
1.932#
Gender
-0.136
0.124
-1.089
Age
0.023
0.121
0.193
Birth
0.058
0.128
0.453
Ethnicity
-0.075
0.104
-0.718
Notes: Gender (0 = Male, 1 = Female), Age (0 = 10, 1 = 11), Birth (0 = US Born, 1 =
Non-US Born), Ethnicity (0 = White, 1 = Non-white), Class (0 = Classroom 2, 1 =
Classroom 1), Intervention (0 = Control, 1 = Intervention); df = 47, # p < .10, * p < .05,
**p < .01.
Value Own Culture
The results of the multilevel model indicated an almost (p <. 10) significant slope
increase in intervention students’ levels of valuing their own culture compared to students
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in the delayed treatment control group (β16 = .23, SE = .12, z = 1.90, p <.10). The students
in the intervention condition indicated a higher overall average value own culture score at
wave 4 (Wave 4 µ: IN = 6.800, CO = 6.039). This means that students who had
participated in Second Step and culture lessons valued their own culture more than
students who had not received the interventions.
In addition, several significant differences in slopes across conditions were found.
First, as in wave 3, male students in both the intervention and delayed treatment control
groups valued their culture more than female students (β11 = -.23, SE = .10, z = 2.27, p
<.05). Second, again like the previous time point, older students, across both conditions,
reported valuing their own culture more than their younger classmates (β12 = -.26, SE =
.12, z = 2.14, p < .05). While no statistically significant effect was found for the ethnicity
variable, results did indicate that students of color valued their own culture almost
significantly (p < .10) more than White students (β14 = -.18, SE = .09, z = 1.94, p <.10).
Table 42 reveals HLM output.
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Table 42. Value Own Culture Wave 4
Coefficient
Standard Error
t-value
Intercept
5.004
0.574
8.726**
Gender
0.274
0.251
1.094
Age
0.359
0.245
1.466
Birth
0.992
0.500
1.985*
Ethnicity
0.546
0.274
1.992*
Class
0.147
0.290
0.506
Intervention
0.057
0.255
0.224
Class*Intervention
0.118
0.551
0.214
Slope
0.513
0.178
2.880**
Gender
-0.234
0.103
-2.274*
Age
-0.260
0.121
-2.140*
Birth
-0.241
0.152
-1.582
Ethnicity
-0.181
0.093
-1.944#
Class
-0.065
0.100
-0.652
Intervention
0.228
0.120
1.900#
Class*Intervention
0.258
0.225
1.150
Notes: Gender (0 = Male, 1 = Female), Age (0 = 10, 1 = 11), Birth (0 = US Born, 1 =
Non-US Born), Ethnicity (0 = White, 1 = Non-white), Class (0 = Classroom 2, 1 =
Classroom 1), Intervention (0 = Control, 1 = Intervention); df = 47, # p < .10, * p < .05,
**p < .01.
Value Others’ Cultures
The results of the multilevel model indicated a significant slope increase in levels
of valuing others’ cultures for students in the intervention group compared with students
in the delayed treatment control group (β16 = .18, SE = .08, z = 2.09, p < .05). In other
words, students who had just participated in Second Step and culture lessons reported
valuing others’ cultures more than students who had not. In addition, students born
outside of the Unite States, across both conditions, reported higher levels of valuing
others’ cultures than those born in the US (β13 = -.18, SE = .12, z = 1.52, p < .05). When
testing for differences in slopes, all other variables were not statistically significant. Table
43 below provides HLM output data.
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Table 43. Value Others’ Cultures Wave 4
Coefficient
Standard Error
t-value
Intercept
6.100
0.422
14.448**
Gender
-0.682
0.283
-2.410*
Age
0.078
0.281
0.277
Birth
0.340
0.381
0.891
Ethnicity
-0.042
0.302
-0.138
Class
0.022
0.294
0.075
Intervention
0.138
0.280
0.492
Class*Intervention
0.732
0.570
1.284
Slope
0.243
0.127
1.921**
Gender
0.052
0.084
0.613
Age
-0.062
0.085
-0.738
Birth
-0.179
0.118
-1.520*
Ethnicity
0.006
0.089
0.068
Class
-0.093
0.086
-1.072
Intervention
0.175
0.084
2.087*
Class*Intervention
-0.023
0.171
-0.134
Notes: Gender (0 = Male, 1 = Female), Age (0 = 10, 1 = 11), Birth (0 = US Born, 1 =
Non-US Born), Ethnicity (0 = White, 1 = Non-white), Class (0 = Classroom 2, 1 =
Classroom 1), Intervention (0 = Control, 1 = Intervention); df = 47, # p < .10, * p < .05,
**p < .01.
Accept Others’ Cultures
Unlike results from the previous wave of data, this multilevel model produced
statistically significant between-group differences in slopes. There was a significant slope
increase in levels of accepting others’ cultures for students in the intervention group
compared with students in the delayed treatment control group (β16 = .13, SE = .06, z =
1.89, p < .05). Regardless of inclusion in the intervention or delayed treatment control
group, older students reported higher levels of valuing others’ cultures than their younger
classmates (β13 = -.14, SE = .07, z = 1.89, p < .05). Table 44 details HLM output.
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Table 44. Acceptance of Others’ Cultures Wave 4
Coefficient
Standard Error
t-value
Intercept
6.32
0.45
13.880**
Gender
-0.43
0.18
-2.329*
Age
0.285
0.18
1.534
Birth
0.316
0.42
0.739
Ethnicity
0.175
0.23
0.738
Class
0.081
0.25
0.324
Intervention
0.073
0.18
0.395
Class*Intervention
-0.378
0.49
.779
Slope
0.109
0.09
1.092
Gender
0.0608
0.06
0.911
Age
-0.136
0.07
-1.883#
Birth
-0.0267
0.09
-0.279
Ethnicity
-0.022
0.06
-0.324
Class
-0.029
0.06
-0.452
Intervention
0.129
0.06
1.887#
Class*Intervention
0.102
0.14
0.713
Notes: Gender (0 = Male, 1 = Female), Age (0 = 10, 1 = 11), Birth (0 = US Born, 1 =
Non-US Born), Ethnicity (0 = White, 1 = Non-white), Class (0 = Classroom 2, 1 =
Classroom 1), Intervention (0 = Control, 1 = Intervention); df = 47, # p < .10, * p < .05,
**p < .01.
Wave 5 Data
Wave 5 data is not presented in detail as there is no comparable control group for
the intervention group because control group students participated in Second Step
immediately following the implementation of Second Step Plus for those in the
intervention group. However, Wave 5 data offers information regarding how intervention
students fared 6 weeks post-Second Second Plus implementation. Figures 12-22 below
provide a general visual representation of outcome effects for the intervention group
through Wave 5.
Although it is difficult to say with certainty whether the changes in slope are
meaningful, given the lack of a control group, it is important nonetheless to provide a
summary. Four variables appeared to sustain or increase treatment effects: bully
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perpetration, physical aggression, engagement, and subjective well-being. Six variables
decreased treatment effects, but only by a very small amount: empathy, self-control,
school belonging, value own culture, value others’ cultures, and accept others’ cultures.
Finally, bullying victimization appeared to lose some of the treatment effects initially
sustained, whereby students in the intervention group indicated an increase in
victimization at Wave 5.

Figure 12. Bully Perpetration Intervention Group Effects: Waves 1-5.
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Figure 13. Bully Victimization Intervention Group Effects: Waves 1-5.
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Figure 14. Physical Aggression Intervention Group Effects: Waves 1-5.
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Figure 15. Empathy Intervention Group Effects: Waves 1-5.
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Figure 16. Engagement Intervention Group Effects: Waves 1-5.
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Figure 17. Self-Control Intervention Group Effects: Waves 1-5.
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Figure 18. Sense of School Belonging Intervention Group Effects: Waves 1-5.
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Figure 19. Subjective Well-Being Intervention Group Effects: Waves 1-5.
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Figure 20. Value Own Culture Intervention Group Effects: Waves 1-5.
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Figure 21. Value Others’ Cultures Intervention Group Effects: Waves 1-5.
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Figure 22. Accept Others’ Cultures Intervention Group Effects: Waves 1-5.
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Summary of Results
Following Second Step implementation, levels of bullying perpetration decreased
and levels of perceived self-control significantly increased at statistically significant
levels. Three statistically significant interaction effects were found for students in the
intervention group. Students in classroom 1 reported a statistically significant reduction
in levels of bullying perpetration and victimization, and students in classroom 2 reported
a statistically significant increase in levels of school belonging.
After Second Step Plus implementation (Second Step Plus culture lessons), levels
of perceived self-control as well as valuing others’ cultures increased at a statistically
significant level. Three statistically significant interaction effects were found for students
in the intervention group. Students in classroom 1 reported a statistically significant
decrease in levels of physical aggression, and students in classroom 2 reported a
statistically significant increase in levels of school belonging and subjective well-being.

CHAPTER FIVE
DISCUSSION
Summary of Findings
While many school bullying prevention programs have been designed to thwart
school bullying perpetration, victimization, and physical aggression, empirical support is
limited. To date, few researchers have addressed bullying within the context of children’s
cultural systems, and cultural awareness training has not yet been utilized as a mechanism
to decrease bullying behaviors in the context of school bullying prevention programs.
The current study examined the utility of incorporating multicultural training
aimed at reducing prejudice within the context of school bullying prevention
programming efforts within a diverse educational setting. This researcher hypothesized
that the addition of meaningful and engaging culture lessons would further reduce reports
of bullying perpetration, victimization, and physical aggression above and beyond the
effects of an established, regarded program.
Students in two fifth-grade classrooms at an urban public school were randomly
assigned to either the intervention or delayed treatment control group. Students in the
intervention participated in Second Step and multicultural curriculum while other students
participated in an unrelated activity. Student self-report data was collected at 5 unique
time points and included experiences of bullying perpetration, victimization, and physical
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aggression; empathy, self-control, and engagement social skills; sense of school
belonging; subjective well-being; and valuing/acceptance of one’s own and others’
cultures. This researcher utilized Hierarchical Liner Modeling (HLM) to analyze data.
Results revealed that, following Second Step implementation, students in the
intervention group reported a statistically significant decrease of bullying perpetration
compared to students in the control group. Thus, at least for one bullying outcome,
Second Step was successful in reducing bullying incidents in the current sample of fifthgrade students. Within this group of intervention students who reported lower levels of
bullying, it is essential to consider the fact that students from classroom 1 fared even
better than students coming from classroom 2. It seems that some variable(s) about
students’ experience in classroom 1 powerfully affected their response to the program.
This researcher found a similar affect for students’ reported levels of bullying
victimization. More specifically, students in the intervention group who were also
members of classroom 1 reported a statistically significant decrease in rates of bullying
victimization compared with their classroom 2 peers.
After culture lessons were implemented, students in the intervention group did not
sustain lower levels of bullying perpetration, indicating that positive effects from Second
Step were not sustained to a statistically significant degree for this outcome, although
students in the intervention group continued to hold a lower mean score than control
students. Curiously, this researcher found that reported bullying perpetration levels
increased slightly for intervention students and decreased slightly for control students.
Though not quite statistically significant, intervention students in classroom 1 reported
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lower levels of bullying perpetration than those in classroom 2. In addition, although
intervention students did not report a statistically significant decrease in levels of physical
aggression compared to those in the control group, an interaction effect was found in that
intervention students in classroom 1 reported a statistically significant decrease in levels
of physical aggression compared with classroom 2 students.
In regard to social skills, students in the intervention group reported a statistically
significant increase in levels of perceived self-control skills after participating in the
Second Step program. This effect aligns nicely with program curriculum in that selfcontrol is a large component of the second Emotion Management unit, although empathy
is also a substantial piece of this unit, and we see no effects within that domain. This
finding will be explored in the limitations section below. After multicultural training,
students in the intervention group continued to report increased levels of perceived selfcontrol to a degree that was statistically significant. Based on the sustained intervention
effect and the lack of interaction effects, this researcher is led to believe that Second Step
bears a solid influence on this particular outcome.
Although there were no statistically significant differences in students’ reported
sense of school belonging, following the implementation of Second Step as well as after
culture lessons, students belonging to the intervention group in classroom 1 noted a
statistically significant decrease in school belonging compared with students from
classroom 2. Particularly given that, up until this point, students in classroom 1 have
seemed to respond more positively to programming, it runs counterintuitive to what this
researcher would have expected to find, although it is plausible that this outcome may not
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be related to bullying outcomes. This issue will be explored below in the limitations
section.
No statistically significant intervention effects were found for students’ reported
levels of subjective well-being, but there was a statistically significant classroom by
condition interaction at wave 4, indicating that students in the intervention group and
classroom 1 reported lower levels of subjective well-being when compared with their
classroom 2 peers. Similar to the previous outcome, this finding was surprising to this
researcher given that classroom 1 students responded more positively to the prevention
programming.
As expected, this researcher did not find any significant intervention effects for
any of the culture outcomes following the implementation of Second Step. After
multicultural training implementation, students in the intervention group reported a
statistically significant increase in valuing others’ cultures over and above students in the
control group. Students in the intervention group trended toward valuing their own
culture and accepting others’ cultures more than control students, but these effects were
not quite statistically significant. It seems that multicultural training had a positive effect
on students’ openness and appreciation toward their own and classmates’ cultures.
This researcher refers back to the original research questions:
(1) Is the Second Step program an effective preventive intervention in positively
affecting the following domains? and (2) Does the addition of a cultural awareness
training module contribute above and beyond the effects of the Second Step bullying
prevention program in the following domains?

a.
b.
c.
d.
e.
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Students’ self-reported experiences of bullying perpetration,
victimization, and physical aggression
Students’ self-reported social skills including empathy,
engagement, and self-control
Students’ self-reported sense of school belonging
Students’ self-reported subjective well-being
Students’ self-reported valuing of one’s own culture and
valuing/acceptance of others’ cultures

In response to the first research question, the Second Step program was indeed
effective in reducing students’ reported levels of bullying perpetration and increasing
perceived levels of self-control to a statistically significant degree. The Second Step
program was more effective in the classroom 1 environment for reducing bullying
perpetration and victimization.
Second Step was not effective in reducing bullying victimization and physical
aggression nor in increasing students’ empathy and engagement social skills, sense of
school belonging, subjective well-being, valuing one’s own and others’ cultures, and
accepting others’ cultures to a statistically significant degree. Finally, the classroom 2
environment provided a more effective environment for increasing students’ sense of
school belonging compared with classroom 1.
Regarding the second research question, the addition of culture lessons was
effective in increasing students’ perceived levels of self-control and increasing levels of
valuing others’ cultures to a statistically significant degree. Culture lessons were more
effective in the classroom 1 environment for sustaining reduced levels of bullying
perpetration and physical aggression as well as increasing levels of subjective well-being.
The addition of culture lessons to Second Step curriculum was not effective in
statistically significantly sustaining reduced bullying perpetration, bullying victimization,
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and physical aggression nor in sustaining increased perceived levels of empathy and
engagement social skills, sense of school belonging, subjective well-being, valuing one’s
own culture, and accepting others’ cultures. The classroom 2 environment provided a
more effective environment for increasing students’ sense of school belonging compared
with classroom 1.
Previous studies have documented Second Step’s success in reducing students’
involvement in minor conflicts and aggressive behaviors (Frey et al., 2005); anti-social
behavior (Van Shoiack-Edstrom, Frey, & Beland, 2002); and externalizing behaviors
(Holsen, Smith, & Frey, 2008). In addition, Second Step has been shown to be effective
in engendering statistically significant improvement in positive/approach coping,
caring/cooperative behavior, suppression of aggression, and consideration of others
(Cooke et al., 2007); social competence (Taub, 2001; Van Schoiack-Edstrom, Frey, &
Beland, 2002; Holsen, Smith, & Frey, 2008); identification of positive personal goals
(Frey et al., 2005); and social skills including empathy, anger management, impulse
control, and bully-proofing (Edwards et al., 2005). Most recently, Espelage, Low,
Polanin, & Brown (2013) found that Second Step: Student Success Through Prevention
(SS-SSTP) Middle School Program aided in significantly reducing physical aggression.
The broader bullying prevention literature has indicated that programs have been
partially effecting in raising awareness of bullying and victimization, decreasing bullying
acts, and increasing positive peer interaction (Baldry & Farrington, 2007; Farrington &
Ttofi, 2010; Ferguson, San Miguel, Kilburn, & Sanchez, 2007; Merrell et al., 2008; Ttofi,
Farrington, & Baldry, 2008; Vreeman & Carroll, 2007), The current study contributes to
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the burgeoning Second Step research by illustrating the program’s success in regard to
specific outcomes: reducing bullying perpetration and enhancing students’ self-control
social skill to a statistically significant degree. Further, it showcases -- for the first time -the viability of incorporating cultural competence lessons with established bullying
prevention efforts in order to increase students’ openness, acceptance, and positive regard
toward their peers as well as sustaining students’ enhanced social skills. These outcomes
are thought to be directly linked to reducing bullying acts and should be the focus of
future empirical efforts. Finally, this research illustrates clearly the importance of
classroom variables in the success of a Second Step Plus program.
Limitations
There are certain conditions of this study that preclude this researcher from
making definitive conclusions about the above-mentioned results. This section will
explore these study qualities in detail.
First, selection may have posed a threat to this study’s internal validity. More
specifically, if significant differences existed between individuals within the treatment
and control groups at the beginning of the study, these inherent differences become
alternative explanations for any significant differences observed as opposed to the
treatment. Thus, this researcher must contemplate the reasoning behind classroom 1
students responding more positively on almost all outcomes compared to their peers in
classroom 2. More specifically, students in classroom 1 experienced more positive
outcomes in response to Second Step than students in classroom 2, including statistically
significant lowered levels of bullying perpetration and victimization as well as higher
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levels of self-control after Second Step implementation. It is apparent that there exist
variables in classroom 1 that provide a more advantageous setting for students to
participate in and experience Second Step programming and multicultural training.
Based on this researcher’s experiences over the course of 6 months in the school,
there exist clear differences in the cultures of the two fifth-grade classrooms. For
example, classroom 1 was taught by a teacher whom exuded warmth and enthusiasm and
expressed a nurturing, encouraging demeanor. The classroom 1 teacher held a passion for
integrating social-emotional content into her regularly scheduled lessons and cultivated
an environment in which social-emotional learning (e.g., communicating with classmates,
processing emotions/reactions, etc.) was both addressed and reinforced consistently. This
teacher ultimately served to bring this study to fruition by acting as the school-based
advocate and was invested in its success from the beginning. Results of the current study
indicated that students, regardless of which condition to which they were assigned, who
were members of this teacher’s classroom fared more positively in regard to measured
outcomes.
In contrast, classroom 2 was led by a teacher who allowed students more
independence in their learning endeavors. This teacher was not as invested in the current
project in comparison with the classroom 1 teacher and, based on informal classroom
observations conducted by this researcher, did not seem to integrate and reinforce socialemotional learning in regularly-scheduled classroom activities. It is important to note that
neither classroom teacher was instructed nor given materials to reinforce Second Step
content. The classroom 1 teacher’s style was such that she incorporated a broad range of
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social-emotional learning into her students’ classroom experience. Finally, a more
surface-level gender difference was present in that the classroom 1 teacher was a female
and the classroom 2 teacher was a male.
Recognizing these unique classroom variables, it seems that classroom 1 provided
an environment more conducive to desired program outcomes. Henceforth, the eventual
success of Second Step and multicultural training may well be differentiated by the
following factors: the presence of a supportive, warm, and encouraging teacher; a teacher
whom values social-emotional competence as a critical factor in the academic setting; a
teacher who is open to aiding students in navigating problematic interpersonal issues; and
a classroom culture in which positive social skills are addressed and reinforced.
Finally, it should be noted that this researcher possesses a similar teaching and
interpersonal interaction style to the teacher in classroom 1. Thus, it may be possible that
students in classroom 1 yielded more positive effects from the program due to the fact
that they were accustomed to such a style. It also may be the case that the unique
combination of this researcher and classroom 1 teacher’s styles benefitted intervention
students in classroom 1 above and beyond those in classroom 2. The presence of
condition by classroom interactions makes it difficult to generalize findings to other fifthgrade students embedded within urban public schools and yet necessitates an interesting
discussion regarding the importance of unique classroom and/or school variables.
Aside from unique classroom variables, influences of the school that participants
attended must be addressed. This particular school possesses characteristics that
differentiate it from other urban schools (e.g., high parental involvement, partnerships
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with community organizations, etc.) that may have affected the study’s results. For
example, the school’s global perspective with a focus on diversity may have impacted
how students experienced the culture lessons, therefore affecting outcomes of this study.
It is currently unclear how the school’s spotlight on diversity manifests within the fifthgrade classrooms and school life in general, and thus a more thorough examination of the
potential interaction is not possible. In addition, students participating in this study
represented a diverse array of cultures (e.g., speaking language other than English,
parents being immigrants, etc.). This marked diversity may have played a role in how
participants both experienced and were influenced by the culture lessons.
Contamination effects may have threatened the internal validity of the current
study. Contamination would have occurred had there existed communication about the
Second Step program and culture lessons between groups of participants. In reality, given
the novelty of the program for students in the treatment group, curiosity of students in the
control group, and proximity in which the program was being implemented (e.g., students
in the control group may have heard music from a Second Step music video, a student
from the control group may have walked in to the classroom to collect belongings before
an early dismissal, etc.), it is very likely that they students in the treatment group
communicated about content and activities to students in the control group. If, in fact, this
did occur, a diffusion of treatments may have occurred in which control participants
learned about Second Step and culture lessons content and applied it to themselves. In
addition, control participants’ performance on assessment measures may have worsened
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because they resented being a less desirable condition or perhaps enhanced so that they
were not viewed negatively.
This researcher must also consider novelty effects, or changes in participants’
assessment responses simply due to the uniqueness of Second Step and the culture
lessons. The novelty of special programming may have incited excitement, energy, and
enthusiasm from participants in the treatment group that may have subsequently affected
their responses to assessments. Students in either group may have altered responses on
assessments measures knowing that this researcher was interested in them. These
limitations, this researcher faces additional complexities in concluding whether the
intervention was truly effective.
From a research design standpoint, the sample size for this project was small and
may have impeded this researcher from locating/finding significant effects due to Second
Step and/or culture lessons. Reliable measures and careful design often go unnoticed due
to a lack of power, especially when considering the lack of power inherent in multilevel
models with small level-2 (i.e., student) sample sizes. This ample constriction posed a
challenge in regard to locating significant effects and reduced the power of this study’s
analyses. Fortunately, the intervention effect sizes indicated a positive treatment effect
that coincides with programs similar to the one conducted (Farrington & Ttofi, 2012). In
the future, this researcher hopes to increase sample sizes in order to increase power and
be more well-positioned to find significant effects.
Regarding assessment, the measure (SSIS-RS; Gresham and Elliot, 2008) utilized
to measure self-reported empathy skills was found to possess very low reliability. Thus,
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scores for empathy should be disregarded and are very likely not useful for the purposes
of this study. In other words, we cannot rely on students’ score on the empathy measure
as a reliable indicator of their perceived empathy skills over time. It may have been the
case, in fact, that students in the intervention group experienced significant positive shifts
in perceived empathy skills, but the items utilized to measure this construct attenuated the
intervention effect.
The Psychological Sense of School Membership Questionnaire (Goodenow,
1993) also produced a low reliability. Thus, conclusions for students’ perceived levels of
school belonging should be considered with great caution. This data informs of one
reason why both sense of school belonging interaction effects presented in an opposite
way (i.e., intervention classroom 2 students reported statistically significant increased
levels compared to intervention classroom 1 students) than all other classroom by
condition interaction effects. Alternatively, there may have prevailed a unique classroom
2 variable that influenced student’s reported levels of this outcome. Albeit marginal,
reliability scores for subjective well-being (Watson, Clark, & Tellegen, 1988; Diener,
Emmons, Larsen, & Griffen, 1985), bully perpetration, and physical aggression (Espelage
& Holt, 2001) were somewhat low as well, and conclusions for these outcomes should be
contemplated with some caution. This researcher utilized a composite score as opposed to
separate subscales for the subjective well-being measure, which may explain its low
reliability.
This researcher created the culture scale in order to assess students’ valuing of
their own culture and valuing and accepting of others’ cultures. Although this
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researcher’s reliability analysis yielded high reliability scores for each construct, there
exists no previous norming data for this instrument. Thus, results should be examined
carefully. In addition, it is unclear how the empathy training component, one method
regarded by researchers investigating the effects of multicultural training (Underwood &
Moore, 1982), within the Second Step curriculum may have affected students’ selfreported cultural outcomes.
It may have been a possibility that increases in students’ reported bullying
behaviors resulted from a better and more clear understanding of what bullying truly is.
For example, as participants in the intervention group progressed through the Second Step
program, they learned about what constitutes bullying, what bullying behaviors look like,
and discussed specific examples of bullying within a school context. It may have been the
case that, as students increased their understanding regarding bullying behaviors, their
reports of bullying become more accurate, and as a result, an increase in bullying
behaviors was observed. In addition, some students may have wanted to “look good”
regarding self-reported bullying behaviors. One such likelihood is that students who
bullied others may have not wanted to indicate so, and another is that students who have
been bullied may have been embarrassed about endorsing this fact.
Finally, this study marks the inaugural implementation of culture lessons created
largely by this researcher. In the future, it may be helpful to include a diverse team in
creating and/or improving upon cultural curriculum in order to teach diverse classrooms
of children about culture and related issues in the most meaningful and effective way
possible. For example, culture lessons may look different depending demographics
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students in a particular classroom. In addition, this researcher’s unique cultural identity
may have influenced students’ experience with the culture lessons. For example, students
who felt most aligned with this researcher’s identify may have had a more positive
experience, which may have affected the outcomes of the current study. Ideally,
multicultural training would be not only designed, but also implemented by a culturally
diverse group of individuals in order to most adequately ensure the comfort and buy-in of
participating students.
Implications for Future Bullying Prevention Efforts
The first major implication for this study is that findings illustrate clearly the vast
influence of the broader classroom culture and environment on preventive interventions
aimed at reducing bullying and increasing students’ social skills. This finding is
important given that counseling psychologists have been called to evaluate prevention
programs for their effectiveness, working to identify the moderators of program efficacy
(Espelage & Poteat, 2012). Based on trends of classroom means, this researcher projects
that, had students not been randomly assigned to condition and instead split by
classroom, classroom 1 students participating in both interventions would have reported a
higher number of significant positive outcomes (e.g., statistically significant decreased
levels of bullying perpetration, victimization, and physical aggression post-Second Step).
Classroom environments in which teachers engender and preserve a culture where
social-emotional skills are introduced, modeled, and reinforced provide an advantageous
context for bullying prevention efforts. According to this study’s findings, the
constructive effects of Second Step and Second Step Plus may be enhanced by working
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with teachers whom value social-emotional learning and would consistently reinforce
program content and positive social skills.
Alternatively, it may be beneficial to engage with teachers prior to Second Step
implementation in order to discuss the integral role of the classroom culture. Teachers
would also have the opportunity to discuss any concerns with program content and
varying ways to teach a particular social skill. Pending teachers’ availability for and
openness toward this type of process, this session focused on preparation for program
implementation and collaborative engagement with other teachers could be an extremely
useful tool.
Due to unforeseen circumstances, this researcher did not possess a relationship
with the school before commencing the current project. Ideally, this researcher would
have possessed a trusted, collaborative, and long-standing relationship with the school
before program implementation. In this case, this researcher was fortunate to be
connected with the classroom 1 teacher through an academic affiliation and was able to
quickly build collaborative working relationships with both fifth-grade teachers, though
more intimately with the classroom 1 teacher. This idea of the necessity of relationshipbuilding exists within the literature (Anderson, Christenson, Sinclair, & Lehr, 2004) and
certainly proved true within the context of this project.
In part due to the new nature of this researcher’s relationship with the school,
much time was spent obtaining official permission from school administration and the
school board; awaiting parental/guardian consents; working with teachers to determine
how best to carry out the project in their classrooms; orienting teachers to the research
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process and prevention curricula. The presence of a previously established trusted and
positive relationship with the current school likely would have laid the foundation for a
more swift preparation phase and allowed more time and energy for implementation.
Regardless, teacher and other stakeholder buy-in is critical for program success, making
the preparation phase paramount. Finally, family involvement (e.g., sessions for
parents/guardians, letters home to parents with activities to reinforce program content) in
this program would likely have contributed to more success across outcomes.
Above and beyond buy-in, though, the classroom 1 teacher advocated for this
project to administrators and the school board. This teacher created a classroom
environment -- in almost all cases -- more conducive to positive student outcomes. This
teacher’s inherent valuing of the current prevention efforts compellingly affected
program outcomes. Further, due to this teacher’s efforts and positive relationships within
the school, teachers from 6th, 7th, and 8th grade classrooms will be implementing Second
Step in their own classrooms during the next academic school year. This researcher is
hopeful that relationships built throughout the course of this project will aid in the
development of a long-term collaboration with the current school.
The second major implication drawn from this project is that the addition of
culture lessons to the already established Second Step program has the potential to further
decrease bullying incidents within the educational setting. Participation in culture lessons
was successful in increasing students’ valuing of classmates’ cultures and almost
increasing reported valuing of their own cultures and acceptance of others’ cultures to a
statistically significant degree. However, regardless of classroom affiliation, these results
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did not translate into further reducing bullying incidents. This researcher is left to ponder:
What specifically changed for students during culture lessons that had not occurred
during Second Step? How might valuing and accepting others’ cultures affect bullying
behaviors?
Contrary to this researcher’s hypotheses, students’ participation in 9 culture
lessons did not serve as a mechanism by which to further decrease bullying perpetration
and victimization behaviors in the current study. However, students’ participation in
culture lessons was successful in enhancing students’ valuing and acceptance of their
classmates’ cultures and almost valuing their own cultures. Does a link exist to connect
students’ newfound openness for themselves and others to the likelihood they will be
involved in school bullying as a perpetrator or victim? Though it is unclear what exactly
shifted in students’ minds, intuitively it seems that children’s valuing of their own
cultures as well as valuing and acceptance of others’ cultures would influence them to
focus more on positive aspects of their peers’ cultures. This expanded way of perceiving
others would seem to generate an environment in which students were more likely to
build and sustain positive peer relationships and thus be less likely to engage in bullying
behaviors. Considering current results and the potential for linking the above-stated
concepts, this researcher believes that culture is a viable mechanism by which to further
reduce bullying outcomes within the educational setting.
Bullying Prevention and Multicultural Training: Future Directions
Future research endeavors should focus on specific classroom or school variables
that significantly affect prevention program success. This aligns with the socio-ecological
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theory of bullying and victimization (Swearer & Espelage, 2004; Espelage & Swearer,
2010) that takes into account the complexity of students’ individual, cultural, peer,
family, school, and community contexts. The recognition that broader teacher, classroom,
and school variables may largely affect the reduction of bullying behaviors may also
point to the idea that bullying prevention programming should be integrated into
regularly scheduled school curriculum. If this were the case, students would have the
opportunity to gain exposure to social-emotional learning on a consistent basis and be
reinforced for their positive behaviors in the moment.
In regard to bridging positive cultural attitudes and bullying outcomes, research
should focus on linking children’s openness, acceptance, and positive regard toward their
peers with reported and actual bullying behaviors. Echoing the work of many researchers
(Bigler, 1999; Ponterotto & Pederson, 1993; Short & Carrington, 1996; Spencer, 1998),
one avenue to pursue is to develop multicultural training that is more specific in
addressing the relationship between culture and bullying behaviors. Children would be
allowed the opportunity to consider the constructs of prejudice and tolerance, learn of the
status hierarchies inherent within our society and the subsequent power that results, and
work together in problem-solving interpersonal issues involving discrimination.
Following the work of others (Aboud and Doyle, 1996; Derman-Sparks, 2004), direct and
explicit discussion of anti-bias curriculum may have the power to change children’s
attitudes about race and ethnicity in positive ways. If researchers’ goal is to ultimately
affect bullying behaviors from “the inside out,” culture lessons should explicitly address
its underlying roots.
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For example, prevention curriculum could explicitly address concepts such as
stereotyping, the “-isms”, and oppression. Addressing, and in many cases, introducing
these concepts would allow students the opportunity to ponder the backbone of
culturally-related bullying. Researchers could then offer examples of culturally-motivated
bullying incidents (e.g., student is teased at lunch for eating borscht, a traditional dish in
his Russian culture; students yell homophobic slurs at a male peer; students taunt a
classmate for listening to Mariachi music, traditional music in her Mexican culture) and
then break-down and discuss these events in detail. Another approach could be to, after
introducing the culturally-motivated bullying example, focus on learning more about that
particular culture and then revisit the vignette at the conclusion of the lesson.
In this way, researchers would be explicitly addressing culture and bullying
concepts while drawing a clear link between the two. Another viable research path exists
to pursue investigation of the new constructs of culture-based intolerance and culturebased bullying (Polanin & Vera, 2013) as well as their relationships to bullying behaviors
so as to understand these processes most effectively and move toward building
comprehensive theory. Kenny and colleagues (2002) urged those in counseling
psychology to design and implement more comprehensive programming that addresses
underlying causal factors that contribute to the development of social concerns – in this
case, school bullying. By addressing the aforementioned concepts, cultural competence
training could attend to causal mechanisms of school bullying behaviors.
As much of the multicultural curriculum research is dated (Aboud, 1989; Aboud
& Levy, 2000; Allport, 1954; Aronson & Gonzalez, 1988; Banks, 1995; Bigler, 1995;
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Bigler, Jones, & Lobliner, 1997; Derman-Sparks, 2004; Katz, 1976; Litcher & Johnson,
1969; Ponterotto & Pederson, 1993; Sardo-Brown & Hershey, 1995; Short & Carrington,
1996; Spencer, 1998; Weiner & Wright, 1973), researchers currently working to develop
and implement multicultural curriculum to reduce prejudice and enhance openness and
acceptance (Devine, Forscher, Austin, & Cox, 2012) should join together, share ideas,
and work as team. This type of programming will be immensely strengthened by myriad
rich and varied perspectives.
In regard to Second Step, it is unclear whether bullying outcomes may be further
reduced if Second Step were to address bullying behaviors and their relationship to
positive social skills explicitly. The Second Step: Student Success Through Prevention
(SS-SSTP) Middle School Program addresses bullying behaviors in a more clear manner,
and this researcher advocates for developmentally appropriate curriculum addressing
bullying in a straightforward way for lower grade levels as well.
It is imperative to be mindful and ever-conscious of students’ developmental level
and sensitivity to program content. As cultural topics may be emotionally-charged,
polarizing, awkward, and difficult to broach, curriculum should be designed to fit the
needs of specific student group, and preventionists should be thoughtful in adapting
curriculum to the needs of students. More research is needed in order to determine the
most effective classroom environment and teaching styles for implementing multicultural
training.
Finally, parental/caregiver involvement has the potential to augment treatment
effects. If caregivers were included in program implementation, they would have the
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opportunity to learn concepts on which their children were focusing and aid them in
further consolidating their newfound knowledge at home by modeling skills and initiating
meaningful discussion, for example. Though the parental/caregiver involvement was not
a part of this particular study, the Second Step program includes materials in both English
and Spanish including video-based parent program teaching parents to apply pro-social
skills to parenting situations. The information parents learn parallels the school-based
curriculum in which children are engaging. Additionally, Second Step provides
worksheets for each lesson so that students can take them home to share with their
families. As parent/caregiver involvement may dramatically enhance treatment effects,
future research should involve this component in order to determine if it would make a
significant difference.
In sum, future bullying prevention efforts should focus on investigating teacher,
classroom, and school characteristics that differentially affect student outcomes; linking
students’ cultural attitudes with bullying behaviors; and developing meaningful,
engaging, culturally-sensitive, and developmentally-appropriate multicultural curriculum
that explicitly addresses the causal mechanisms of school bullying behaviors and
involves students’ parents/caregivers. These efforts are hoped to contribute to the
prevention of school bullying acts while protecting the educational rights of children
embedded within diverse, urban educational settings.
Conclusions
Overall, results contributed exciting and encouraging evidence for the
effectiveness of a Second Step Plus program model. As such, this study provides a
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compelling response to the sharp plea for methods to reduce rates of school bullying.
This study served to highlight the utility of the Second Step program in reducing bullying
behaviors and bolstering a critical social skill. Taken together with previous research
conducted on the program, this researcher recommends Second Step to be utilized within
urban, educational settings, particularly a school community focused on reducing
bullying behaviors via enhanced social skills. Second Step would be a particularly good
fit for a school led by administrators whom value social-emotional learning and work
with teachers who are willing to practice and reinforce social skills within the classroom
setting.
The unique purpose of the current study was to explore whether an “add-on”
program such as multicultural training would produce increased positive effects more
than Second Step alone. Results led this researcher to additionally recommend, albeit with
more caution and specific methods for improvement, enhancing Second Step
programming with cultural competence training. Current research findings indicated the
viability of incorporating culture lessons with established bullying prevention efforts in
order to increase students’ openness, acceptance, and positive regard toward their peers
as well as sustaining students’ perceived social skills. Based on data trends, with larger
sample sizes and universal commitment from administrators and teachers, these effects
are predicted to ultimately translate into reduced bullying.
The results from this study yield implications for how schools might go about
creating or editing school policy focused on the reduction of bullying and promotion of
culture awareness. Administrators interested in reducing bullying perpetration and
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victimization within their schools would benefit from incorporating an established school
bullying prevention program that is not only focused on reducing bullying behaviors, but
also promoting positive social skills. In this way, students learn more than what not to do:
They are armed with skills that will aid them in connecting constructively and practicing
positive interpersonal relations with their peers.
Incorporating multicultural training into regularly scheduled curriculum would
further help students to value their own culture and develop/enhance their openness and
acceptance of others, which is hypothesized to further augment students’ positive peer
relationships. The inaugural implementation of the current 9-lesson multicultural training
has already produced positive effects in reducing students’ prejudices and rejection of
their classmates’ cultures – the proposed underlying, causal mechanism of many bullying
behaviors. By focusing on the underlying causes of school bullying behaviors, this “addon” program has the potential to dramatically reduce and sustain lowered levels of
bullying perpetration and victimization over time. Even considering this study’s
limitations (e.g., brief duration of this programming, small sample size, varying teacher
styles and buy-in, and low reliability measurement scores), this Second Step Plus model
produced positive significant effects for fifth-grade students. This researcher finds it
intriguing to ponder the potential outcome effects of implementing improved
multicultural training with the established Second Step programming.
Schools and classrooms utilizing a Second Step Plus model would be on the
cutting edge of bullying prevention research. The current efforts provide rich data
regarding the potential of cultural competence training to reduce bullying perpetration
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and victimization above and beyond the effects of an established school bullying
prevention program. Just as the current study advances knowledge regarding “add-on”
programming efforts within this domain, there is much work to be accomplished.
Counseling psychologists are well-poised to take on this work and serve as strong assets
to schools looking to develop prevention programming to address the interrelated issues
of bullying and prejudice due to their professional alignment with prevention and
wellness promotion (Hage, Schwartz, & Murray, 2013).
Given the discipline’s foci on prevention and social justice issues, counseling
psychologists have long been summoned to expand our roles as scientist-practitioners
(Vera & Speight, 2003) and invest in committed and collaborative school partnerships
with a goal to engage in long-term evaluations. By doing so, we may truly understand
bullying issues within urban educational settings as well as the impact and efficacy of our
well-intentioned prevention efforts. Our task to design and implement comprehensive
programs that address underlying causal factors contributing to the development of social
concerns is at the heart of Counseling Psychology. Now is the time to act upon
commitments to address social justice issues, including school bullying, and work toward
ensuring all children equitable access to a safe, productive learning environment
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CONSENT TO PARTICIPATE IN
RESEARCH Parental Consent
Project Title: Effects of Cultural Awareness Training in Conjunction With an Established
School Bullying Prevention Program
Researcher(s): Megan Polanin, M.A., Ph.D. Candidate
Faculty Sponsor: Elizabeth Vera, Ph.D.
Introduction:
You are being asked to give permission for your child to take part in a research study being
conducted by Megan Polanin for a dissertation under the supervision of Dr. Elizabeth Vera in
the Department of Counseling Psychology at Loyola University of Chicago.
Your child is being asked to participate because he or she is a fifth grade at The Nettelhorst
School. All students enrolled in the fifth grade for the 2012-2013 academic year will be
invited to participate. The anticipated number of participating students will be 50 students.
Please read this form carefully and ask any questions you may have before deciding whether
to allow your child to participate in the study.
Purpose:
The purpose of this study is evaluate the effectiveness of an already established school bullying
prevention program, Second Step, as well as the added effects of a cultural awareness training
module. While many school bullying prevention programs have been designed to thwart school
bullying perpetration and victimization, more research is necessary in order to determine how
to most effectively decrease bullying perpetration and victimization rates. To date, cultural
awareness training has not yet been utilized as a mechanism to decrease bullying behaviors in
the context of school bullying prevention programs. This study will examine the impact of an
established school bullying prevention program with the addition of a cultural awareness
training module for fifth grade students attending The Nettelhorst School. Students'
experiences of bullying perpetration and victimization, social skills, sense of school belonging,
subjective well- being, and cultural awareness and acceptance will be assessed through student
self-report data.
Procedures:
If you agree to allow your child to be in the study, he/she will be asked to participate in
unique activities depending on which group he/she is randomly assigned. Half of students
from each classroom will be randomly assigned to either the intervention or delayed
treatment control group. If your child is assigned to the intervention group, he/she will
participate in:
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1) Interactive Second Step lessons. Second Step curriculum that will be utilized has been
designed specifically for fifth-grade students. This particular series includes 22
lessons focused on strengthening students’ empathy, emotional-management, and
problem- solving skills while learning to utilize these skills in social and academic
settings. The program has been recently redesigned to be more interactive for
students, allowing them ample opportunities to practice skills and participate in
classroom discussions. In addition, videos for each lesson illustrate scenarios that
fifth-grade students are likely to experience, and animated music videos are aimed at
further engaging and reinforcing skills. Second Step consists of three major program
units aimed to build social-emotional competence and self-regulation. For socialemotional competence, units include: empathy, emotional management, and problem
solving. These sessions will take place during the last 45 minutes of the school day
on Mondays, Tuesdays, and Fridays.
• 2) Cultural awareness training module including 7 sessions. The objectives of the
cultural awareness training module are for students to expand their definitions of what
culture is, develop greater self-awareness of their own cultural identity, and gain a
more thorough understanding of and appreciation for both the similarities and
differences of the cultures of their classmates. Activities will include storytelling,
small group discussion, show and tell, and a whole-class art project. These sessions
will also take place during the last 45 minutes of the school day on Mondays,
Tuesdays, and Fridays.
• 3) Completing a student survey instrument a total of 4 times throughout the project.
This survey takes approximately 20 minutes to complete.
If your child is assigned to the delayed treatment control group, he/she will participate in:
• 1) Silent reading time in which they will read a book of their choice. This will
occur during the last 45 minutes of the school day on Mondays, Tuesdays, and
Fridays.
• 2) Completing a student survey instrument a total of 4 times throughout the project.
This survey takes approximately 20 minutes to complete.
Once this research project is complete, students in the delayed treatment control group will
have the opportunity to participate in both the Second Step program and cultural awareness
training module.
Risks/Benefits:
There are no foreseeable risks involved in participating in this research beyond
those experienced in everyday life.
Anticipated benefits for students participating in this research project include: decreased rates
of bullying perpetration and victimization; increased social skills; increased sense of school
belonging; increased subjective well-being; and increased levels of cultural awareness and
acceptance. All fifth grade students, whether randomly assigned to the intervention or control
group, will have the opportunity to experience these benefits. In addition, participation in
these programs will likely benefit students' academic performance as they will hopefully be
more well- equipped to focus on learning in the classroom. This project is hoped to positively
influence your student’s school environment marked by decreased bullying episodes and are
open,accepting, and supportive school environment in which students may engage in
meaningful, productive learning.
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Confidentiality:
Student survey instruments will be collected from all participating fifth grade students at 4
unique time points throughout the duration of this research project. The only identifying
information on each survey instrument will be a number designated for that particular student
(e.g., 1-50) so as to ensure that surveys are unidentifiable. This researcher will create a key
that designates a unique number for each participating student. Once survey instruments are
collected, all data will be stored in a locked cabinet within a secure building only accessible
to researcher so that complete confidentiality is ensured.
Voluntary Participation:
Participation in this study is voluntary. If you do not want your child to be in this study,
he/she does not have to participate. Even if you decide to allow your child to participate,
he/she is free not to answer any question or to withdraw from participation at any time
without penalty.
Contacts and Questions:
If you have questions about this research study, please feel free to contact Megan Polanin at
mmull@luc.edu or the faculty sponsor, Dr. Elizabeth Vera, at evera@luc.edu or (312) 9156958.
If you have questions about your child’s rights as a research participant, you may contact the
Compliance Manager in Loyola’s Office of Research Services at (773) 508-2689.
Statement of Consent:
Your signature below indicates that you have read and understood the information provided
above, have had an opportunity to ask questions, and agree to allow your child to participate in
this research study. You will be given a copy of this form to keep for your records.
Please check each box to indicate the following:
I agree to let my child participate in Second Step and cultural awareness training
I agree to let my child participate in the evaluation of both programs

Parent’s/Guardian’s Signature

Date

Researcher’s Signature

Date

Loyola University Chicago: Lakeside Campuses
Institutional
Review Board for
The Protection of
Human Subjects
Date of Approval:

01/02/2013

Approval Expires: 01/02/2014
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STUDENT ASSENT
FORM
We are doing a study to learn about how to stop bullying. We are asking you to help because
we want to know more about what kinds of things help kids be more accepting of other kids.
If you agree to be in our study, you will be put into one of two groups. You might be put into
a group where you will be a part of two programs. The first program will teach you about how
to handle your own feelings, think about the feelings of other students, and solve problems.
The other program will teach you about your culture and the cultures of your classmates. You
might be put into a different group where you will have silent reading time. When the other
group has finished the programs, you will get a chance to be a part of the programs, too.
Finally, no matter which group you are in, you will be asked to answer some questions about
bullying, how you feel about being a student at Nettelhorst, the social skills you have, how
happy you are, and your culture.
You can ask questions about this study at any time. If you decide at any time not to finish,
you can ask to stop. If you choose to be a part of this study, you will not be graded.
If you sign this paper, it means that you have read this and that you want to be in the study.
If you don’t want to be in the study, don’t sign this paper. Being in the study is up to you,
and no one will be upset if you don’t sign this paper or if you change your mind later.

Your Signature

Date

Researcher’s Signature

Date

Loyola University Chicago: Lakeside Campuses
Institutional
Review Board
for
The Protection of
Human Subjects
Date of Approval:

01/02/2013

Approval Expires: 01/02/2014
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